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FOREWORD 


The Committee, to whom the two Christian 
laymen entrusted the editing and publishing of this 
series of books, have been greatly encouraged by 
the more than 10,000 letters of appreciation, which 
have come from all parts of the world; and the ad- 
verse criticisms have been almost equally encourag- 
ing, because they indicate that the books have been 
read by some who need the truth they contain, and 
their criticism will attract the attention of others. 
All we desire is that the truth shall be known, and 
we believe that the God of Truth will bless it. 


This volume goes to about 250,000 pastors, 
evangelists, missionaries, theological professors, 
theological students, Y. M. C. A. secretaries, 
Y. W.C. A. secretaries, college professors, Sunday 
School superintendents, and religious editors in the 
English speaking world; and we earnestly request 
all whose faith is in the God who answers prayer, to 
pray daily that the truth may ‘‘run and be glorified.” 


(See Publishers’ Notice, Page 127.) 
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THE FUNDAMENTALS 


VOLUME III 


CHAPTER I 


THE INSPIRATION OF THE BIBLE—DEFINITION, 
EXTENT AND PROOF 


BY REV. JAMES M. GRAY, D. D., 
DEAN OF MOODY BIBLE INSTITUTE, CHICAGO, ILL. 


In this paper the authenticity and credibility of the Bible 
are assumed, by which is meant (1), that its books were writ- 
ten by the authors to whom they are ascribed, and that their 
contents are in all material points as when they came from their 
hands; and (2), that those contents are worthy of entire ac- 
 ceptance as to their statements of fact. Were there need to 
prove these assumptions, the evidence is abundant, and abler 
pens have dealt with it. 

Let it not be supposed, however, that because these things 
are assumed their relative importance is undervalued. On the 
contrary, they underlie inspiration, and, as President Patton 
says, come in on the ground floor. They have to do with the 
historicity of the Bible, which for us just now is the basis of 
its authority. Nothing can be settled until this is settled, but 
admitting its settlement which, all things considered, we now 
may be permitted to do, what can be of deeper interest than 
the question as to how far that authority extends? 

This is the inspiration question, and while so many have 
taken in hand to discuss the others, may not one be at liberty to 
discuss this? It is an old question, so old, indeed, as again in 
the usual recurrence of thought to have become new. Our 
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fathers discussed it, it was the great question once upon a time, 
it was sifted to the bottom, and a great storehouse of fact, and 
argument, and illustration has been left for us to draw upon in 
a day of need. 

For a long while the enemy’s attack has directed our ener- 
gies to another part of the field, but victory there will drive 
us back here again. The other questions are outside of the 
Bible itself, this is inside. They lead men away from the con- 
tents of the book to consider how they came, this brings us back 
to consider what they are. Happy the day when the inquiry 
returns here, and happy the generation which has not forgot- 
ten how to meet it. 


I. DEFINITION OF INSPIRATION 


1. Inspiration is not revelation. As Dr. Charles Hodge 
expressed it, revelation is the act of communicating divine 
knowledge to the mind, but inspiration is the act of the same 
Spirit controlling those who make that knowledge known to 
others. In Chalmer’s happy phrase, the one is the influx, the 
other the efflux. Abraham received the influx, he was granted 
a revelation; but Moses was endued with the efflux, being in- 
spired to record it for our learning. In the one case there was 
a flowing in and in the other a flowing out. Sometimes both 
of these experiences met in the same person, indeed Moses him- 
self is an illustration of it, having received a revelation at an- 
other time and also the inspiration to make it known, but it 
ds of importance to distinguish between the two. 

2. Inspiration is not illumination. Every regenerated 
‘Christian is illuminated in the simple fact that he is indwelt 
‘by the Holy Spirit, but every stich an one is not also inspired, 
but only the writers of the Old and New Testaments. Spir- 
itual illumination is subject to degrees, some Chrisitans pos- 
sessing more of it than others, but, as we understand it, inspi- 
ration is not subject to degrees, being in every case the breath 
of God, expressing itself through a human personality. 
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3. Inspiration is not human genius. The latter is simply 
a natural qualification, however exalted it may be in some cases, 
but inspiration in the sense now spoken of is supernatural 
throughout. It is an enduement coming upon the writers of 
the Old and New Testaments directing and enabling them to 
write those books, and on no other men, and at no other time, 
and for no other purpose. No human genius of whom we ever 
heard introduced his writings with the formula, “Thus saith 
the Lord,” or words to that effect, and yet such is the common 
utterance of the Bible authors. No human genius ever yet 
agreed with any other human genius as to the things it most 
concerns men to know, and, therefore, however exalted his 
equipment, it differs not merely in degree but in kind from the 
inspiration of the Scriptures. 

In its mode the divine agency is inscrutable, though its 
effects are knowable. We do not undertake to say just how 
the Holy Spirit operated on the minds of these authors to pro- 
duce these books any more than we undertake to say how He 
operates on the human heart to produce conversion, but we 
accept the one as we do the other on the testimony that appeals 
to faith. 

4. When we speak of the Holy Spirit coming upon the 
men in order to the composition of the books, it should be 
further understood that the object is not the inspiration of the 
men but the books—not the writers but the writings. It termi- 
nates upon the record, in other words, and not upon the human 
instrument who made it. 

To illustrate: Moses, David, Paul, John, were not always 
and everywhere inspired, for then always and everywhere they 
would have been infallible and inerrant, which was not the 
case. They sometimes made mistakes in thought and erred 
in conduct. But however fallible and errant they may have been 
as men compassed with infirmity like ourselves, such fallibility 
or errancy was never under any circumstances communicated 
to their sacred writings. 
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Ecclesiastes is a case in point, which on the supposition of 
its Solomonic authorship, is giving us a history of his search 
for happiness “under the sun.” Some statements in that book 
are only partially true while others are altogether false, there- 
fore it cannot mean that Solomon was inspired as he tried this 
or that experiment to find what no man has been able to find 
outside of God. But it means that his language is inspired as 
he records the various feelings and opinions which possessed 
him in the pursuit. 

This disposes of a large class of objections sometimes 
brought against the doctrine of inspiration—those, for exam- 
ple, associated with the question as to whether the Bible is 
the Word of God or only contains that Word. If by the 
former be meant that God spake every word in the Bible, and 
hence that every word is true, the answer must be no, but if 
it be meant that God caused every word in the Bible, true or 
false, to be recorded, the answer should be yes. There are 
words of Satan in the Bible, words of false prophets, words of 
the enemies of Christ, and yet they are God’s words, not in 
the sense that He uttered them, but that He caused them to 
be recorded, infallibly and inerrantly recorded, for our profit. 
In this sense the Bible does not merely contain the Word of 
God, it is the Word of God. 

Of any merely human author it is the same. This paper is 
the writer’s word throughout, and yet he may quote what 
other people say to commend them or dispute them. What 
they say he records, and in doing so he makes the record his 
in the sense that he is responsible for its accuracy. 

5. Let it be stated further in this definitional connection, 
that the record for whose inspiration we contend is the orig- 
tinal record—the autographs or parchments of Moses, David, 
Daniel, Matthew, Paul or Peter, as the case may be, and not 
any particular translation or translations of them whatever. 
There is no translation absolutely without error, nor could 
there be, considering the infirmities of human copyists, unless 
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God were pleased to perform a perpetual miracle to secure it. 

But does this make nugatory our contention? Some would 
say it does, and they would argue speciously that to insist on 
the inerrancy of a parchment no living being has ever seen is. 
an academic question merely, and without value. But do they 
not fail to see that the character and perfection of the God- 
head are involved in that inerrancy? 

Some years ago a “liberal” theologian, deprecating this 
discussion as not worth while, remarked that it was a matter 
of small consequence whether a pair of trousers were originally 
perfect if they were now rent. To which the valiant and witty 
David James Burrell replied, that it might be a matter of small 
consequence to the wearer of the trousers, but the tailor who 
made them would prefer to have it understood that they did 
not leave his shop that way. And then he added, that if the 
Most High must train among knights of the shears He might 
at least be regarded as the best of the guild, and One who drops 

‘no stitches and sends out no imperfect work. 

Is it not with the written Word as with the incarnate 
Word? Is Jesus Christ to be regarded as imperfect because 
His character has never been perfectly reproduced before us? 
Can He be the incarnate Word unless He were absolutely 
without sin? And by the same token, can the scriptures be the 
written Word unless they were inerrant? 

But if this question be so purely speculative and valueless, 
what becomes of the science of Biblical criticism by which 
properly we set such store today? Do builders drive piles into 
the soft earth if they never expect to touch bottom? Do 
scholars dispute about the scripture text and minutely examine 
the history and meaning of single words, “the delicate color- 
ing of mood, tense and accent,” if at the end there is no ap- 
proximation to an absolute? As Dr. George H. Bishop says, 
does not our concordance, every time we take it up, speak 
loudly to us of a once inerrant parchment? Why do we not 
possess concordances for the very words of other books? 
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Nor is that original parchment so remote a thing as some 
suppose. Do not the number and variety of manuscripts and 
versions extant render it comparatively easy to arrive at a 
knowledge of its text, and does not competent scholarship 
today affirm that as to the New Testament at least, we have in 
999 cases out of every thousand the very word of that orig- 
inal text? Let candid consideration be given to these things 
and it will be seen that we are not pursuing a phantom in con- 
tending for an inspired autograph of the Bible. 


II. EXTENT OF INSPIRATION 


1. The inspiration of scripture includes the whole and 
every part of it. There are some who deny this and limit it 
to only the prophetic portions, the words of Jesus Christ, and, 
say, the profounder spiritual teachings of the epistles. The 
historical books in their judgment, and as an example, do 
not require inspiration because their data were obtainable from 
natural sources. 

The Bible itself, however, knows of no limitations, as we 
shall see: “All scripture is given by inspiration of God.” The 
historical data, most of it at least, might have been obtained 
from natural sources, but what about the supernatural guid- 
ance required in their selection and narration? Compare, for 
answer, the records of creation, the fall, the deluge, etc., 
found in Genesis with those recently discovered by excavations 
in Bible lands. Do not the results of the pick-axe and the 
spade point to the same original as the Bible, and yet do not 
their childishness and grotesqueness often bear evidence of 
the human and sinful mould through which they ran? Do 
they.not show the need of some power other than man him- 
self to lead him out of the labyrinth of error into the open 
ground of truth? 

Furthermore, are not the historical books in some respects 
the most important in the Bible? Are they not the bases of 
its doctrine? Does not the doctrine of sin need for its starting 
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point the record of the fall? Could we so satisfactorily un- 
derstand justification did we not have the story of God’s deal- 
ings with Abraham? And what of the priesthood of Christ? 
Dismiss Leviticus and what can be made of Hebrews? Is not 
the Acts of the Apostles historical, but can we afford to lose its 
inspiration? 

And then, too, the historical books are, in many cases, 
prophetical as well as historical. Do not the types and symbols 
in them show forth the Saviour in all the varying aspects of 
His grace? Has not the story of Israel the closest relation as 
type and anti-type to our spiritual redemption? Does not Paul 
teach this in 1 Cor., 10:6-11? And if these things were thus 
written for our learning, does not this imply their inspiration? 

Indeed, the historical books have the strongest testimony 
borne to their importance in other parts of the Bible. This 
will appear more particularly as we proceed, but take, in pass- 
_ ing, Christ’s use of Deuteronomy in His conflict with the 
tempter. Thrice does He overcome him by a citation from 
that historical book without note or comment. Is it not diffi- 
cult to believe that neither He nor Satan considered it in- 
spired? 

Thus without going further, we may say, with Dr. DeWitt 
of Princeton, that it is impossible to secure the religious infal- 
liability of the Bible—which is all the objector regards as nec- 
essary—if we exclude Bible history from the sphere of its in- 
spiration. But if we include Bible history at all, we must include 
the whole of it, for who is competent to separate its parts? 

2. The inspiration includes not only all the books of the 
Bible in general but in detail, the form as well as the substance, 
the word as well as the thought. This is sometimes called the 
verbal theory of inspiration and is vehemently spoken against 
in some quarters. It is too mechanical, it degrades the writers 
to the level of machines, it has a tendency to make skeptics, 
and all that. . 

This last remark, however, is not so alarming as it sounds. 
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The doctrine of the eternal retribution of the wicked is said 
to make skeptics, and also that of a vicarious atonement, not to 
mention other revelations of Holy Writ. The natural mind 
takes to none of these things. But if we are not prepared to 
yield the point in one case for such a reason, why should we 
be asked to do it in another? 

And as to degrading the writers to the level of machines, 
even if it were true, as it is not, why should fault be found 
when one considers the result? Which is the more important, 
the free agency of a score or two of mortals, or the divinity 
of their message? The whole argument is just a spark from 
the anvil on which the race is ever trying to hammer out the 
deification of itself. 

But we are insisting upon no theory—not even the verbal 
theory—if it altogether excludes the human element in the 
transmission of the sacred word. As Dr. Henry B. Smith says, 
“God speaks through the personality as well as the lips of His 
messengers,” and we may pour into that word “personality” 
everything that goes to make it—the age in which the person 
lived, his environment, his degree of culture, his temperament 
and all the rest. As Wayland Hoyt expressed it, “Inspira- 
tion is not a mechanical, crass, bald compulsion of the sacred 
writers, but rather a dynamic, divine influence over their’ 
freely-acting faculties” in order that the latter in relation to 
the subject-matter then in hand may be kept inerrant, 7. e., 
without mistake or fault. It is limiting the Holy One of Israel 
to say that He is unable to do this without turning a human 
being into an automaton. Has He who created man as a free 
agent left himself no opportunity to mould his thoughts into 
forms of speech inerrantly expressive of His will, without de- 
stroying that which He has made? 

And, indeed, wherein resides man’s free agency, in his mind 
or in his mouth? Shall we say he is free while God controls 
his thought, but that he becomes a mere machine when that 
control extends to the expression of his thought? 
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But returning to the argument, if the divine influence upon 
the writers did not extend to the form as well as the substance 
of their writings; if, in other words, God gave them only the 
thought, permitting them to express it in their own words, 
what guarantee have we that they have done so? 

An illustration the writer has frequently used will help 
to make this clear. A stenographer in a mercantile house was 
asked by his employer to write as follows: 

“Gentlemen: We misunderstood your letter and will now 
fill your order.” 

Imagine the employer’s surprise, however, when a little 
later this was set before him for his signature: 

“Gentlemen: We misunderstood your letter and will not 
fill your order.” 

The mistake was only of a single letter, but it was entirely 
subversive of his meaning. And yet the thought was given 
clearly to the stenographer, and the words, too, for that mat- 
ter. Moreover, the latter was capable and faithful, but he was 
haman, and it is human to err. Had not his employer con- 
trolled his expression down to the very letter, the thought 
intended to be conveyed would have failed of utterance. 

In the same way the human authors of the Bible were 
men of like passions with ourselves. Their motives were pure; 
their intentions good, but even if their subject-matter were 
the commonplaces of men, to say nothing of the mysterious and 
transcendent revelation of a holy God, how could it be an ab- 
solute transcript of the mind from which it came in the absence 
of miraculous control? 

In the last analysis, it is the Bible itself, of course, which 
must settle the question of its inspiration and the extent of it, 
and to this we come in the consideration of the proof, but we 
may be allowed a final question. Can even God Himself give 
a thought to man without the words that clothe it? Are not 
the two inseparable, as much so “as a sum and its figures, or a 
tune and its notes?” Has any case been known in human his- 
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tory where a healthy mind has been able to create ideas with- 
out expressing them to its own perception? In other words, as 
Dr. A. J. Gordon once observed: “To deny that the Holy 
Spirit speaks in scripture is an intelligible proposition, but to 
admit that He speaks, it is impossible to know what He says 
except as we have His Words.” 


III. PROOF OF INSPIRATION 


1. The inspiration of the Bible is proven by the philosophy, 
or what may be called the nature of the case. 

The proposition may be stated thus: The Bible is the his- 
tory of the redemption of the race, or from the side of the 
individual, a supernatural revelation of the will of God to men 
for their salvation. But it was given to certain men of one 
age to be conveyed in writing to other men in different ages. 
Now all men experience difficulty in giving faithful reflections 
of their thoughts to others because of sin, ignorance, defective 
memory and the inaccuracy always incident to the use of 
language. : 

Therefore it may be easily deduced that if the revelation 
is to be communicated precisely as originally received, the 
same supernatural power is required in the one case as in the 
other. This has been sufficiently elaborated in the foregoing 
and need not be dwelt upon again. 

2. It may be proven by the history and character of the 
Bible, i. e., by all that has been assumed as to its authenticity 
and Ere abiliGn: All that goes to prove these things goes to 
prove its inspiration. 

To borrow in part, the language of the Westminster Con- 
fession, “the heavenliness of its matter, the efficacy of its doc- 
trine, the unity of its various parts, the majesty of its style and 
the scope and completeness of its design” all indicate the divin- 
ity of its origin. 7 

The more we think upon it the more we must be convinced 
that men unaided by the Spirit of God could neither have con- 
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ceived, nor put together, nor preserved in its integrity that 
precious deposit known as the Sacred Oracles. 

3. But the strongest proof is the declarations of the Bible 
itself and the inferences to be drawn from them. Nor is this 
reasoning in a circle as some might think. In the case of a 
man as to whose veracity there is no doubt, no hesitancy is 
felt in accepting what he says about himself; and since the 
Bible is demonstrated to be true in its statements of fact by 
unassailable evidence, may we not accept its witness in its 
own behalf? 

Take the argument from Jesus Christ as an illustration. 
He was content to be tested by the prophecies that went before 
on Him, and the result of that ordeal was the establishment 
of His claims to be the Messiah beyond a peradventure. That 
complex system of prophecies, rendering collusion or counter- 
feit impossible, is the incontestable proof that He was what 
He claimed to be. But of course, He in whose birth, and life, 
and death, and resurrection such marvelous prophecies met 
their fulfilment, became, from the hour in which His claims 
were established, a witness to the divine authority and infalli- 
ble truth of the sacred records in which these prophecies are 
found.—(The New Apologetic, by Professor Robert Watts, 
D. D.) 

It is so with the Bible. The character of its contents, the 
unity of its parts, the fulfilment of its prophecies, the miracles 
wrought in its attestation, the effects it has accomplished in 
the lives of nations and of men, all these go to show that it is 
divine, and if so, that it may be believed in what it says about 
itself. 

A. ARGUMENT FOR THE OLD TESTAMENT 


To begin with the Old Testament, (a) consider how the 
writers speak of the origin of their messages. Dr. James EL. 
Brookes is authority for saying that the phrase, “Thus saith 
the Lord” or its equivalent is used by them 2,000 times. Sup- 
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pose we eliminate this phrase and its necessary context from 
the Old Testament in every instance, one wonders how much 
of the Old Testament would remain. 

(b) Consider how the utterances of the Old Testament 
writers are introduced into the New. Take Matthew 1:22 as 
an illustration, “Now all this was done that it might be ful- 
filled which was spoken by the Lord through the prophet.” It 
was not the prophet who spake, but the Lord who spake ~ 
through the prophet. 

(c) Consider how Christ and His apostles regard the Old 
Testament. He came “not to destroy but to fulfill the law and 
the prophets.” Matt. 5:17. “The Scripture cannot be broken.” 
John 10:35. He sometimes used single words as the bases of 
important doctrines, twice in Matthew 22, at verses 31, 32 and 
42-45. The apostles do the same. See Galatians 3:16, He- 
brews 2:8, 11 and 12:26, 27. 

(d) Consider what the apostles directly teach upon the 
subject. Peter tells us that “No prophecy ever came by the 
will of man, but men spake from God, being moved by the 
Holy Spirit” (2 Peter 1:21, R. V.). “Prophecy” here applies 
to the word written as is indicated in the preceding verse, and 
means not merely the foretelling of events, but the utterances 
of any word of God without reference as to time past, present 
or to come. Asa matter of fact, what Peter declares is that 
the will of man had nothing to do with any part of the Old 
Testament, but that the whole of it, from Genesis to Malachi, 
was inspired by God. 

Of course Paul says the same, in language even plainer, in 
2 Timothy 3:16, “All scripture is given by inspiration of God, 
and is profitable.” The phrase “inspiration of God”? means 
literally God-breathed. The whole of the Old Testament is 
God-breathed, for it is to that part of the Bible the language 


particularly refers, since the New Testament as such was not 
then generally known. 
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As this verse is given somewhat differently in the Revised 
Version we dwell upon it a moment longer. It there reads, 
“Every scripture inspired of God is also profitable,” and the 
caviller is disposed to say that therefore some scripture may 
be inspired and some may not be, and that the profitableness 
extends only to the former and not the latter. 

But aside from the fact that Paul would hardly be guilty of 
such a weak truism as that, it may be stated in reply first, that 
the King James rendering of the passage is not only the more 
consistent scripture, but the more consistent Greek. Several 
of the best Greek scholars of the period affirm this, including 
some of the revisers themselves who did not vote for the 
change. And secondly, even the revisers place it in the margin 
as of practically equal authority with their preferred transla- 
tion, and to be chosen by the reader if desired. There are not 
a few devout Christians, however, who would be willing to 
retain the rendering of the Revised Version as being stronger 
than the King James, and who would interpolate a word in 
applying it to make it mean, “Every scripture (because) in- 
spired of God is also profitable.” We believe that both Gaus- 
sen and Wordsworth take this view, two as staunch defenders 
of plenary inspiration as could be named. . 


B. ARGUMENT FOR THE NEW TESTAMENT 


We are sometimes reminded that, however strong and con- 
vincing the argument for the inspiration of the Old Testament, 
that for the New Testament is only indirect. “Not one of the 
evangelists tells us that he is inspired,” says a certain theo- 
logical professor, “and not one writer of an epistle, except 
Paul.” 

We shall be prepared to dispute this statement a little fur- 
ther, but in the meantime let us reflect that the inspiration of 
the Old Testament being assured as it is, why should similar 
evidence be required for the New? Whoever is competent 
to speak as a Bible authority knows that the unity of the Old 
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and New Testaments is the strongest demonstration of their 
common source. They are seen to be not two books, but only 
two parts of one book. 

To take then the analogy of the Old Testament. The fore- 
going argument proves its inspiration as a whole, although 
there were long periods separating the different writers, Moses 
and David let us say, or David and Daniel; the Pentateuch and 
the Psalms, or the Psalms and the Prophets. As long, or long- 
er, than between Malachi and Matthew, or Ezra and the Gos- 
pels. If then to carry conviction for the plenary inspiration of 
the Old Testament as a whole, it is not necessary to prove it 
for every book, why, to carry conviction for the plenary inspi- 
ration of the Bible as a whole is it necessary to do the same? 

We quote here a paragraph or two from Dr. Nathaniel 
West. He is referring to 2 Timothy 3:16, which he renders, 
“Every scripture is inspired of God,” and adds: 

“The distributive word ‘Every’ is used not only to par- 
ticularize each individual scripture of the Canon that Timothy 
had studied from his youth, but also to include, along with the 
Old Testament the New Testament scriptures extant in Paul’s 
day, and any others, such as those that John wrote after him. 

“The Apostle Peter tells us that he was in possession, not 
merely of some of Paul’s Epistles, but ‘a/] his Epistles,’ 
and places them, canonically, in the same rank with what he 
calls ‘the other scriptures,’ i. e., of equal inspiration and 
authority with the ‘words spoken before by the Holy Prophets, 
and the commandment of the Lord and Savior, through the 
Aposties:” 2. Peter..3:2,. 16. 

“Paul teaches the same co-ordination of the Old and New 
Testaments. Having referred to the Old as a unit, in his 
phrase ‘Holy Scriptures,’ which the revisers translate ‘Sacred 
Writings,’ he proceeds to particularize. He tells Timothy 
that. ‘every scripture,’ whether of Old or New Testament 
production, ‘is inspired of God.’ Let it be in the Pentateuch, 
the Psalms, the Prophets, the Historical Books, let it be a 
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chapter or a verse; let it be in the Gospels, the Acts, his own 

or Peter’s Epistles, or even John’s writings, yet to be, still 
each part of the Sacred Collection is God-given and because 
of that possesses divine authority as part of the Book of 
God.” : 

We read this from Dr. West twenty years ago, and rejected 
it as his dictum. We read it today, with deeper and fuller 
knowledge of the subject, and we believe it to be true. 

It is somewhat as follows that Dr. Gaussen in his exhaus- 
tive “Theopneustia” gives the argument for the inspiration of 
the New Testament. 

(a) The New Testament is the later, and for that reason 
the more important revelation of the two, and hence if the 
former were inspired, it certainly must be true of the latter. 
The opening verses of the first and second chapters of 
Hebrews plainly suggest this: “God, who at sundry times and 
in divers manners spake in time past unto the fathers by the 
prophets, hath in these last days spoken unto us by His Son 
* * * Therefore we ought to give the more carnest heed 
to the things which we have heard.” 

And this inference is rendered still more conclusive by the 
circumstance that the New Testament sometimes explains, 
sometimes proves, and sometimes even repeals ordinances of 
the Old Testament. See Matthew 1:22, 23 for an illustration 
of the first, Acts 13:19 to 39 for the second and Galatians 5 :6 
for the third. Assuredly these things would not be true if 
the New Testament were not of equal, and in a certain sense, 
even greater authority than the Old. 

(b) The writers of the New Testament were of an equal 
or higher rank than those of the Old. That they were proph- 
ets is evident from such allusions as Romans 16:25-27, and 
Ephesians 3:4, 5. But that they were more than prophets is 
indicated in the fact that wherever in the New Testament 
prophets and apostles are both mentioned, the last-named is 
always mentioned first (see 1 Cor. 12:28, Ephesians 2:20, 
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Ephesians 4:11). It is also true that the writers of the New 
Testament had a higher mission than those of the Old, since 
they were sent forth by Christ, as he had been sent forth by 
the Father (John 20:21). They were to go, not toa single nation 
only (as Israel), but into all the world (Matthew 28:19). They 
received the keys of the kingdom of heaven (Matthew 16:19). 
And they are to be pre-eminently rewarded in the regeneration 
(Matthew 19:28). Such considerations and comparisons as 
these are not to be overlooked in estimating the authority by 
which they wrote. 

(c) The writers of the New Testament were especially 
qualified for their work, as we see in Matthew 10:19, 20, Mark 
13:11, Luke 12:2, John 14:26 and John 16:13, 14. These 
passages will be dwelt on more at length in a later division of 
our subject, but just now it may be noticed that in some of 
the instances, inspiration of the most absolute character was 
promised as to what they should speak—the inference being 
warranted that none the less would they be guided in what 
they wrote. Their spoken words were limited and temporary 
in their sphere, but their written utterances covered the whole 
range of revelation and were to last forever. If in the one 
case they were inspired, how much more in the other? 

(d) The writers of the New Testament directly claim 
divine inspiration. See Acts 15:23-29, where, especially at 
verse 28, James is recorded as saying, “for it seemed good to 
the Holy Ghost and to us, to lay upon you no greater burden 
than these necessary things.” Here it is affirmed very clearly 
that the Holy Ghost is the real writer of the letter in question 
and simply using the human instruments for his purpose. Add 
to this 1 Corinthians 2:13, where Paul says: “Which things 
also we speak, not in the words which man’s wisdom teacheth, 
but which the Holy Ghost teacheth, comparing spiritual things 
with spiritual,” or as the margin of the Revised Version puts 
it, “imparting spiritual things to spiritual men.” In 1 Thessa- 
lonians 2:13 the same writer says: “For this cause also thank 
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we God without ceasing, because when ye received the word 
of God which ye heard of us, ye received it not as the word 
of man, but as it is in truth the word of God.” In 2 Peter 
3:2 the apostle places his own words on a level with those of 
the prophets of the Old Testament, and in verses 15 and 16 
of the same chapter he does the same with the writings of 
Paul, classifying them “with the other scriptures.” Finally, in 
Revelation 2:7, although it is the Apostle John who is writing, 
he is authorized to exclaim: “He that hath an ear let him 
hear what the Spirit saith unto the churches,” and so on 
throughout the epistles to the seven churches. 


C. ARGUMENT FOR THE WORDS 


The evidence that the inspiration includes the form as well 
as the substance of the Holy Scriptures, the word as well as 
the thought, may be gathered in this way. 

1. There were certainly some occasions when the words 
were given to the human agents. Take the instance of Balaam 
(Numbers 22:38, 23:12, 16). It is clear that this self-seeking 
prophet thought, 1. e., desired to speak differently from what 
he did, but was obliged to speak the word that God put in 
his mouth. There are two incontrovertible witnesses to this, 
one being Balaam himself and the other God. 

Take Saul (1 Samuel 10:10), or at a later time, his mes- 
sengers (19:20-24). No one will claim that there was not an 
inspiration of the words here. And Caiaphas also (John 
11:49-52), of whom it is expressly said that when he prophe- 
sied that one man should die for the people, “this spake he 
not of himself.” Who believes that Caiaphas meant or really 
knew the significance of what he said ? 

And how entirely this harmonizes with Christ’s promise to 
His disciples in Matthew 10:19, 20 and elsewhere. “When 
they deliver you up take no thought (be not anxious) how or 
what ye shall speak; for it shall’ be given you in that hour 
what ye shall speak. For it is not ye that speak but the Spirit 
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of your Father which speaketh in you.” Mark is even more 
emphatic: ‘Neither do ye premeditate, but whatsoever shall 
be given you in that hour, that speak ye, for it is not ye that 
speak, but the Holy Ghost.” 

Take the circumstance of the day of Pentecost (Acts 2:4- 
11), when the disciples “began to. speak with other tongues as 
the Spirit gave them utterance.” Parthians, Medes, Elamites, 
the dwellers in Mesopotamia, in Judea, Cappadocia, Pontus, 
Asia, Phrygia, Pamphylia, Egypt, in the parts of Libya about 
Cyrene, the strangers of Rome, Cretes and Arabians all testi- 
fied, “we do here them speak in our tongues the wonderful 
works of God!” Did not this inspiration include the words? 
Did it not indeed exclude the thought? What clearer example 
could be desired? 

To the same purport consider Paul’s teaching in 1 Corin- 
thians 14 about the gift of tongues. He that speaketh in an 
unknown tongue, in the Spirit speaketh mysteries, but no man 
understandeth him, therefore he is to pray that he may inter- 
pret. Under some circumstances, if no interpreter be present, 
he is to keep silence in the church and speak only to himself 
and to God. 

But better still, consider the utterance of 1 Peter 1:10, 11, 
where he speaks of them who prophesied of the grace that 
should come, as “searching what, or what manner of time, 
the Spirit of Christ which was in them did signify when He 
testified beforehand the sufferings of Christ and the glory that 
should follow, to whom it was revealed,” etc. 

“Should we see a student who, having taken down the lec- 
ture of a profound philosopher, was now studying diligently to 
comprehend the sense of the discourse which he had written, 
we should understand simply that he was a pupil and not a 
master; that he had nothing to do with originating either the 
thoughts or.the words of the lecture, but was rather a disciple 
whose province it was to understand what he had transcribed, 
and so be able to communicate it to others. : 
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“And who can deny that this is the exact picture of what we 
have in this passage from Peter? Here were inspired writers 
studying the meaning of what they themselves had written. 
With all possible allowance for the human peculiarities of the 
writers, they must have been reporters of what they heard, 
rather than formulators of that which they had been made to, 
understand.”—A. J. Gordon in “The Ministry of the Spirit,” 
pp. 173, 174. 

2. The Bible plainly teaches that inspiration extends to 
its words. We spoke of Balaam as uttering that which God 
put in his mouth, but the same expression is used by God Him- 
self with reference to His prophets. When Moses would 
excuse himself from service because he was not eloquent, He 
who made man’s mouth said, “Now therefore go, and I will 
be with thy mouth, and teach thee what thou shalt say” (Exo- 
dus 4:10-12). And Dr. James H. Brookes’ comment is very 
pertinent. “God did not say I will be with thy mind, and 
teach thee what thou shalt think; but I will be with thy mouth 
and teach thee what thou shalt say. This explains why, forty 
years afterwards, Moses said to Israel, “Ye shall not add unto 
the word I command you, neither shall ye diminish ought from 
it’ (Deut. 4:2.)” Seven times Moses tells us that the tables of 
stone containing the commandments were the work of God, 
and the writing was the writing of God, graven upon the tables 
(Exodus 31:16). 

Passing from the Pentateuch to the poetical books we find 
David saying, “The Spirit of the Lord spake by me, and His 
word was in my tongue” (2 Samuel 23:1, 2). He, too, does 
not say, God thought by me, but spake by me. 

Coming to the prophets, Jeremiah confesses that, like 
Moses, he recoiled from the mission on which he was sent 
and for the same reason. He was a child and could not 
speak. “Then the Lord put forth His hand and touched my 
mouth. And the Lord said unto me, Behold I have put My 
word in thy mouth” (Jeremiah 1 :6-9). 
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All of which substantiates the declaration of Peter quoted 
earlier, that “no prophecy ever came by the will of man, but 
man spake from God, being moved by the Holy Spirit.” Sure- 
ly, if the will of man had nothing to do with the prophecy, he 
could not have been at liberty in the selection of the words. 

So much for the Old Testament, but when we reach the 
New, we have the same unerring and verbal accuracy guar- 
anteed to the apostles by the Son of God, as we have seen. 
And we have the apostles making claim of it, as when Paul in 
1 Corinthians 2:12, 13 distinguishes between the “things” or 
the thoughts which God gave him and the words in which he 
expressed them, and insisting on the divinity of both; “Which 
things also we speak,” he says, “not in the words which man’s 
wisdom teacheth, but which the Holy Ghost teacheth.” In 
Galatians 3:16, following the example of His divine Master, 
he employs not merely a single word, but a single letter of a 
word as the basis of an argument for a great doctrine. The 
blessing of justification which Abraham received has become 
that of the believer in Jesus Christ. “Now to Abraham and his 
seed were the promises made. He saith not, And to seeds, as 
of many; but as of one, And to thy seed, which is Christ.” 

The writer of the epistle to the Hebrews bases a similar 
argument on the word “all” in chapter 1:8, on the word “one” 
in 1:11, and on the phrase “yet once more” in 12:26, 27. 

To recur to Paul’s argument in Galatians, Archdeacon 
Farrar in one of his writings.denies that by any possibility 
such a Hebraist as he, and such a master of Greek usage could 
have argued in this way. He says Paul must have known that 
the plural of the Hebrew and Greek terms for “seed” is never : 
used by Hebrew or Greek writers to designate human off- 
spring. It means, he says, various kinds of grain. 

His artlessness is amusing. We accept his estimate of 
Paul’s knowledge of Hebrew and Greek, says Professor 
Watts, he was certainly a Hebrew of the Hebrews, and as to 
his Greek he could not only write it but speak it as we know, 
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and quote what suited his purpose from the Greek poets. But 
on this supposition we feel justified in asking Dr. Farrar 
whether a lexicographer in searching Greek authors for the 
meanings they attached to spérmata, the Greek for “seeds,” 
would not be inclined to add “human offspring” on so good an 
authority as Paul? 

Nor indeed would they be limited to his authority, since 
Sophocles uses it in the same way, and Aeschylus. “I was 
driven away from my country by my own offspring” (speér- 
mata)—literally by my own seeds, is what the former makes 
one of his characters say. 

Dr. Farrar’s rendering of spérmata in Galatians 3:16 on the 
other hand would make nonsense if not sacrilege. “He saith 
not unto various kinds of grain as of many, but as of one, and 
to thy grain, which is Christ.” 

“Granting then, what we thank no man for granting, that 
spérmata means human offspring, it is evident that despite all 
opinions to the contrary, this passage sustains the teaching of 
an inspiration of Holy Writ extending to its very words.” 

3. But the most unique argument for the inspiration of 
the words of scripture is the relation which Jesus Christ bears 
to them. In the first place, He Himself was inspired as to His 
words. In the earliest reference to His prophetic office (Deut. 
18:18), Jehovah says, “I will put My words in His mouth, 
and He shall speak * * * allthat I shall command Him.” 
A limitation on His utterance which Jesus everywhere recog- 
nizes. “As My Father hath taught Me, I speak these things ;” 
“the Father which sent Me, He gave Me a commandment 
what I should say, and what I should speak ;” “whatsoever I 
speak therefore, even as the Father said unto Me, so I speak ;” 
“T have given unto them the words which Thou gavest Me;” 
“the words that I speak unto you, they are spirit and they are 
life.” (John 6:63; 8:26, 28, 40; 12:49, 50.) 

The thought is still more impressive as we read of the 
relation of the Holy Spirit to the God-man. “The Spirit of 
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the Lord is upon Me because He hath annointed Me to preach 
the gospel to the poor;”’ “He through the Holy Ghost had 
given commandments unto the apostles;” “the revelation of 
Jesus Christ which God gave unto Him;” “these things saith 
He that holdeth the seven stars in His right hand;” “He that 
hath an ear let him hear what the Spirit saith unto the 
churches” (Luke 4:18; Acts 1:2; Rev. 1:1; 2:1, 11). If the 
incarnate Word needed the unction of the Holy Ghost to give 
to men the revelation He received from the Father in Whose 
bosom He dwells; and if the agency of the same Spirit ex- 
tended to the words He spake in preaching the gospel to the 
meek or dictating an epistle, how much more must these things 
be so in the case of ordinary men when engaged in the same 
service?) With what show of reason can one contend that any 
Old or New Testament writer stood, so far as his words were 
concerned, in need of no such agency.” —The New Apologetic, 
pp. 67, 68 

In the second place He used the scriptures as though they 
were inspired as to their words. In Matthew 22:31, 32, He 
substantiates the doctrine of the resurrection against the skep- 
ticism of the Sadducees by emphasizing the present tense of 
the verb “to be,” i. e., the word “am” in the language of 
Jehovah to Moses at the burning bush. In verses 42-45 of the 
same chapter He does the same for His own Deity by allud- 
ing to the second use of the word “Lord” in Psalm CX. “The 
LORD said unto my Lord * * * If David then call him 
Lord, how is he his son?’ In John 10:34-36, He vindicates 
Himself from the charge of blasphemy by saying, “Is it not 
written in your law, I said, Ye are gods? If He called them 
gods, unto whom the word of God came, and the scripture 


_ cannot be broken; say ye of him, whom the Father hath sancti- 


fied, and sent into the world, Thou blasphemest; because I 
said, I am the Son of God ?” 

We have already seen Him (in Matthew 4) overcoming the 
tempter in the wilderness by three quotations from Deuter- 
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onomy without note or comment except, “Jt is written.” Re- 
ferring to which Adolphe Monod says, “I know of nothing in 
the whole history of humanity, nor even in the field of divine 
revelation, that proves more clearly than this the inspiration of 
the scriptures. What! Jesus Christ, the Lord of heaven and 
earth, calling to his aid in that solemn moment Moses his serv- 
ant? He who speaks from heaven fortifying himself against 
the temptations of hell by the word of him who spake from 
earth? How can we explain that spiritual mystery, that won- 
derful reversing of the order of things, if for Jesus the words 
of Moses were not the words of God rather than those of 
men? How shall we explain it if Jesus were not fully aware 
that holy men of God spake as they were moved by the Holy 
Ghost? 

“IT do not forget the objections which have been raised 
against the inspiration of the scriptures, nor the real obscurity 
with which that inspiration is surrounded; if they sometimes 
trouble your hearts, they have troubled mine also. But at 
such times, in order to revive my faith, I have only to glance 
at Jesus glorifying the scriptures in the wilderness ; and I have 
seen that for all who rely upon Him, the most embarrassing of 
problems is transformed into a historical fact, palpable and 
clear. Jesus no doubt was aware of the difficulties connected 
with the inspiration of the scriptures, but did this prevent Him 
from appealing to their testimony with unreserved confidence ? 
Let that which was sufficient for Him suffice for you. Fear 
not that the rock which sustained the Lord in the hour of His 
temptation and distress will give way because you lean too 
heavily upon it.” 

In the third place, Christ teaches that the scriptures are 
inspired as to their words. In the Sermon on the Mount He 
said, “Think not that I am come to destroy the law, or the 
prophets: I am not come to destroy, but to fulfil. For verily I 
say unto you, Till heaven and earth pass, one jot or one tittle 
shall in no wise pass from the law, till all be fulfilled.” 
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Here is testimony confirmed by an oath, for “verily” on 
the lips of the Son of Man carries such force. He affirms the 
indestructibility of the law, not its substance merely but its 
form, not the thought but the word. 

“One jot or tittle shall in no wise pass from the law.” The 
“jot” means the yod, the smallest letter in the Hebrew alpha- 
bet, while the “tittle” means the horn, a short projection in 
certain letters extending the base line beyond the upright one 
which rests upon it. A reader unaccustomed to the Hebrew 
needs a strong eye to see the tittle, but Christ guarantees that 
as a part of the sacred text neither the tittle nor the yod 
shall perish. 

The elder Lightfoot, the Hebraist and rabbinical scholar of 
the Westminster Assembly time, has called attention to an 
interesting story of a certain letter yod found in the text of 
Deut. 32:18. It is in the word teshi, to forsake, translated in 
the King James as “unmindful.” Originally it seems to have 
been written smaller even than usual, 7. e., undersized, and yet 
notwithstanding the almost infinite number of times in which 
copies have been made, that little yod stands there today just 
as it ever did. Lightfoot spoke of it in the middle of the 
seventeenth century, and although two more centuries and a 
half have passed since then with all their additional copies of 
the book, yet it still retains its place in the sacred text. Its 
diminutive size is referred to in the margin, “but no hand has 
dared to add a hair’s breadth to its length,” so that we can 
still employ his words, and say that it is likely to remain there 
forever. 

_ The same scholar speaks of the effect a slight change in the 
form of a Hebrew letter might produce in the substance of 
the thought for which it stands. He takes as an example two 
words, “Chalal” and “Halal,” which differ from each other 
simply in their first radicals. The “Ch” in Hebrew is expressed 
by one letter the same as “H,” the only distinction being a 
slight break or opening in the left limb of the latter. It 
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seems too trifling to notice, but let that line be broken where 
it should be continuous, and “Thou shalt not profane the 
Name of thy God” in Leviticus 18:21, becomes “Thou shalt not 
praise the Name of thy God.” Through that aperture, how- 
ever small, the entire thought of the Divine mind oozes out, so 
to speak, and becomes quite antagonistic to what was designed. 

This shows how truly the thought and the word express- 
ing it are bound together, and that whatever affects the one 
imperils the other. As another says, “The bottles are not the 
wine, but if the bottles perish, the wine is sure to be spilled.” 
It may seem like narrow-mindedness to contend for this, and 
an evidence of enlightenment or liberal scholarship to treat it 
with indifference, but we should be prepared to take our stand 
with Jesus Christ in the premises, and if necessary, go out- 
side the camp bearing our reproach. 


IV. DIFFICULTIES AND OBJECTIONS 


That there are difficulties in the way of accepting a view 
of inspiration like this goes without saying. But to the finite 
mind there must always be difficulties connected with a revela- 
tion from the Infinite, and it can not be otherwise. This has 
been mentioned before. Men of faith, and it is such we are 
addressing, and not men of the world, do not wait to under- 
stand or resolve all the difficulties associated with other mys- 
teries of the Bible before accepting them as divine, and why 
should they do so in this case? 

Moreover, Archbishop Whately’s dictum is generally ac- 
cepted, that we are not obliged to clear away every difficulty 
about a doctrine in order to believe it, always provided that 
the facts on which it rests are true. And particularly is this 
the case where the rejection of such a doctrine involves greater 
difficulties than its belief, as it does here. 

For if this view of inspiration be rejected, what have its 
opponents to give in its place? Do they realize that any 
objections to it are slight in comparison with those to any 
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other view that can be named? And do they realize that this — 


is true because this view has the immeasurable advantage of 
agreeing with the plain declarations of Scripture on the sub- 
ject? In other words, as Dr. Burrell says, those who assert 
the inerrancy of the scripture autographs do so on the author- 
ity of God Himself, and to deny it is of a piece with the 
denial that they teach the forgiveness of sins or the resurrec- 
tion from the dead. No amount of exegetical turning and 
twisting can explain away the assertions already quoted in 
these pages, to say nothing of the constant undertone of evi- 
dence we find in the Bible everywhere to their truth. 

And speaking of this further, are we not justified in requir- 
ing of the objector two things? First, on any fair basis of 
scientific investigation, is he not obliged to dispose of the evi- 
dence here presented before he impugns the doctrine it sub- 
stantiates? And second, after having disposed of it, is he not 
equally obligated to present the scriptural proof of whatever 
other view of inspiration he would have us accept? Has he 
ever done this, and if not, are we not further justified in 
saying that it can not be done? But let us consider some of 
the difficulties. 

1. There are the so-called discrepancies or contradictions 
between certain statements of the Bible and the facts of his- 
tory or natural science. The best way to meet these is to 
treat them separately as they are presented, but when you ask 
for them you are not infrequently met with silence. They 
are hard to produce, and when produced, who is able to say 
that they belong to the original parchments? As we are not 
contending for an inerrant translation, does not the burden of 
proof rest with the objector? 

But some of these “discrepancies” are easily explained. 
They do not exist between statements of the Bible and facts 
of science, but between erroneous interpretations of the Bible 
and immature conclusions of science. The old story of Galileo 
is in point, who did not contradict the Bible in affirming that 
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the earth moved round the sun but only the false theological 
assumptions about it. In this way advancing light has removed 
many of these discrepancies, and it is fair to presume with Dr. 
Charles Hodge that further light would remove all. 

2. There are the differences in the narratives themselves. 
In the first place, the New Testament writers sometimes 
change important words in quoting from the Old Testament, 
which it is assumed could not be the case if in both instances 
the writers were inspired. But it is forgotten that in the scrip- 
tures we are dealing not so much with different human authors 
as with one Divine Author. It is a principle in ordinary liter- 
ature that an author may quote himself as he pleases, and 
give a different turn to an expression here and there as a 
changed condition of affairs renders it necessary or desirable. 
Shall we deny this privilege to the Holy Spirit? May we not 
find, indeed, that some of these supposed misquotations show 
such progress of truth, such evident application of the teach- 
ing of an earlier dispensation to the circumstances of a later 
one, as to afford a confirmation of their divine origin rather 
than an argument against it? 

We offered illustrations of this earlier, but to those would 
now add Isaiah 59:20 quoted in Romans 11:26, and Amos 
9:11 quoted in Acts 15:16. And to any desiring to further 
examine the subject we would recommend the valuable work 
of Professor Franklin Johnson, of Chicago University, entitled 
“The Quotations in the New Testament from the Old.” 

Another class of differences, however, is where the same 
event is sometimes given differently by different writers. Take 
that most frequently used by the objectors, the inscription on 
the cross, recorded by all the evangelists and yet differently by 
each. How can such records be inspired, it is asked. 

It is to be remembered in reply, that the inscription was 
written in three languages calling for a different arrangement 
of the words in each case, and that one evangelist may have 
translated the Hebrew, and another the Latin, while a third 
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recorded the Greek. It is not said that any one gave the full 
inscription, nor can we affirm that there was any obligation 
upon them to do so. Moreover, no one contradicts any other, 
and no one says what is untrue. 

Recalling what was said about our having to deal not with 
different human authors but with one Divine Author, may 
not the Holy Spirit here have chosen to emphasize some one 
particular fact, or phase of a fact of the inscription for a 
specific and important end? Examine the records to deter- 
mine what this fact may have been. Observe that whatever 
else is omitted, all the narratives record the momentous cir- 
cumstances that the Sufferer on the cross was THE KING 
OF THE JEWS. 

Could there have been a cause for this? What was the 
charge preferred against Jesus by His accusers? Was He 
not rejected and crucified because He said He was the King 
of the Jews? Was not this the central idea Pilate was provi- 
dentially guided to express in the inscription? And if so, was 
it not that to which the evangelists should bear witness? And 
should not that witness have been borne in a way to dispel the 
thought of collusion in the premises? And did not this involve 
a variety of narrative which should at the same time be in 
harmony with truth and fact? And do we not have this very 
thing in the four gospels? 

These accounts supplement, but do not contradict each 
other. We place them before the eye in the order in which 
they are recorded. 


This is Jesus THE KING OF THE JEWS 
THE KING OF THE JEWS 

_This is THE KING OF THE JEWS 
Jesus of Nazareth THE KING OF THE JEWS 


The entire inscription evidently was “This is Jesus of Naz- 
areth the King of the Jews,” but we submit that the foregoing 


presents a reasonable argument for the differences in the 
records. . 
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3. There is the variety in style. Some think that if all 
the writers were alike inspired and the inspiration extended 
to their words, they must all possess the same style—as if the 
Holy Spirit had but one style! 

Literary style is a method of selecting words and putting 
sentences together which stamps an author’s work with the 
influence of his habits, his condition in society, his education, 
his reasoning, his experience, his imagination and his genius. 
These give his mental and moral physiognomy and make up 
his style. | 

But is not God free to act with or without these fixed 
laws? There are no circumstances which tinge His views or 
reasonings, and He has no idiosyncrasies of speech, and no 
mother tongue through which He expresses His character, or 
leaves the finger mark of genius upon His literary fabrics. 

It is a great fallacy then, as Dr. Thomas Armitage once 
said, to suppose that uniformity of verbal style must have 
marked God’s authorship in the Bible, had He selected its 
words. As the author of all styles, rather does he use them 
all at his pleasure. He bestows all the powers of mental indi- 
viduality upon His instruments for using the scriptures, and 
then uses their powers as He will to express His mind by them. 

Indeed, the variety of style is a necessary proof of the free- 
dom of the human writers, and it is this which among other 
things convinces us that, however controlled by the Holy 
Spirit, they were not mere machines in what they wrote. 

Consider God’s method in nature. In any department of 
vegetable life there may be but one genus, while its members 
are classified into a thousand species. From the bulbous root 
come the tulip, the hyacinth, the crocus, and the lily in every 
shape and shade, without any cause either of natural chem- 
istry or culture. It is exclusively attributable to the variety 
of styles which the mind of God devises. And so in the 
sacred writings. His mind is seen in the infinite variety of 
expression which dictates the wording of every book. To 
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quote Armitage again, “I cannot tell how the Holy Spirit sug- 
gested the words to the writers any more than some other 
man can tell how He suggested the thoughts to them. But if 
diversity of expression proves that He did not choose the 
words, the diversity of ideas proves that He did not dictate 
the thoughts, for the one is as varied as the other.” 

William Cullen Bryant was a newspaper man but a poet; 
Edmund Clarence Stedman was a Wall Street broker and 
also a poet. What a difference in style there was between 
their editorials and commercial letters on the one hand, and 
their poetry on the other! Is God more limited than a man? 

4. There are certain declarations of scripture itself. 
Does not Paul say in one or two places “I speak as a man,” 
or “After the manner of man?” Assuredly, but is he not using 
the arguments common among men for the sake of elucidat- 
ing a point? And may he not as truly be led of the Spirit to 
do that, and to record it, as to do or say anything else? Of 
course, what he quotes from men is not of the same essential 
value as what he receives directly from God, but the record 
of the quotation is as truly inspired. 

There are two or three other utterances of his of this 
character in the 7th chapter of 1 Corinthians, where he is treat- 
ing of marriage. At verse 6 he says, “I speak this by per- 
mission, not of commandment,” and what he means has no 
reference to the source of his message but the subject of it. 
In contradiction to the false teaching of some, he says Chris- 
tians are permitted to marry, but not commanded to do so. At 
verse 10 he says, “Unto the married I command, yet not JI, 
but the Lord,” while at verse 12 there follows, “but to the rest 
speak I, not the Lord.” Does he declare himself inspired in 
the first instance, and not in the second? By no means, but in 
the first he is alluding to what the Lord spake on the subject 
while here in the flesh, and in the second to what he, Paul, is 
adding thereto on the authority of the Holy Spirit speaking 
through him. In other words, putting his own utterances on 
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equality with those of our Lord, he simply confirms their 
inspiration. 

At verse 40 he uses a puzzling expression, “I think also 
that I have the Spirit of God.” As we are contending only 
for an inspired record, it would seem easy to say that here he 
records a doubt as to whether he was inspired, and hence 
everywhere else in the absence of such record of doubt the 
inspiration is to be assumed. But this would be begging the 
question, and we prefer the solution of others that the answer 
is found in the condition of the Corinthian church at that time. 
His enemies had sought to counteract his teachings, claiming 
that they had the Spirit of God. Referring to the claim, he 
says with justifiable irony, “I think also that I have the Spirit 
of God” (R. V.). “I think” in the mouth of one having 
apostolic authority, says Professor Watts, may be taken as 
carrying the strongest assertion of the judgment in question. 
The passage is something akin to another in the same epistle at 
the 14th chapter, verse 37, where he says, “If any man think 
himself to be a prophet, or spiritual, let him acknowledge that 
the things I write unto you are the commandments of the 
Lord.” 

Time forbids further amplification on the difficulties and 
objections nor is it necessary, since there is not one that has 
not been met satisfactorily to the man of God and the child of 
faith again and again. 

But there is an obstacle to which we would call attention 
before concluding—not a difficulty or objection, but a real 
obstacle, especially to the young and insufficiently instructed. 
It is the illusion that this view of inspiration is held only by 
the unlearned. An illusion growing out of still another as to 
who constitute the learned. 

There is a popular impression that in the sphere of theology 
and religion these latter are limited for the most part to the 
higher critics and their relatives, and the more rationalistic and 
iconoclastic the critic the more learned he is esteemed to be. 
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But the fallacy of this is seen in that the qualities which make 
for a philologist, an expert in human languages, or which give 
one a wide acquaintance with literature of any kind, in other 
words the qualities of the higher critic, depend-more on mem- 
ory than judgment, and do not give the slightest guarantee 
that their possessors can draw a sound conclusion from what 
they know. 

As the author of “Faith and Inspiration” puts it, the work 
of such a scholar is often like that of a quarryman to an 
architect. Its entire achievement, though immensely valuable 
in its place, is just a mass of raw and formless material until 
a mind gifted in a different direction, and possessing the neces- 
sary taste and balance shall reduce or put it into shape for use. 
The perplexities of astronomers touching Halley’s comet is in 
point. They knew facts that common folks did not know, 
but when they came to generalize upon them, the man on the 
street knew that he should have looked in the west for the 
phenomenon when they bade him look in the east. 

Much is said for example about an acquaintance with 
Hebrew and Greek, and no sensible man will underrate them 
for the theologian or the Bible scholar, but they are entirely 
unnecessary to an understanding of the doctrine of inspira- 
tion or any other doctrine of Holy Writ. The intelligent reader 
of the Bible in the English tongue, especially when illuminated 
by the Holy Spirit, is abundantly able to decide upon these 
questions for himself. He cannot determine how the Holy 
Spirit operated on the minds of the sacred penmen because 
that is not revealed, but he can determine on the results secured 
because that is revealed. He can determine whether the inspi- 
ration covers all the books, and whether it includes not only 
the substance but the form, not only the thoughts but the 
words. 

We have spoken of scholars and of the learned, let us come 
to names. We suppose Dr. Sanday, of Oxford, is a scholar, 
and the Archbishop of Durham, and Dean Burgon, and Pro- 
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fessor Orr, of Glasgow, and Principal Forsyth, of Hackney 
College, and Sir Robert Anderson, and Dr. Kuyper, of Hol- 
land, and President Patton, of Princeton, and Howard Osgood 
of the Old Testament Revision Committee and Matthew B. Rid- 
dle of the New, and G. Frederick Wright and Albert T. Clay, 
the archaeologists, and Presidents Moorehead and Mullins, 
and C. I. Scofield, and Luther T. Townsend, for twenty-five 
years professor in the Theological School of Boston Univer- 
sity, and Arthur T. Pierson of the Missionary Review of the 
World, and a host of other living witnesses—Episcopalians, 
Presbyterians, Congregationalists, Baptists, Lutherans, Meth- 
odists, Reformed Dutch. 

We had thought John Calvin a scholar, and the distinguished 
Bengel, and Canon Faussett, and Tregelles, and Auberlen, and 
Van Oosterzee, and Charles Hodge and Henry B. Smith, and 
so many more that it were foolishness to recall them. These 
men may not stand for every statement in these pages, they 
might not care to be quoted as holding technically the verbal 
theory of inspiration for reasons already named, but they will 
affirm the heart of the contention and testify to their belief in 
an inspiration of the Sacred Oracles which includes the words. 

Once when the writer was challenged by the editor of a 
secular daily to name a single living scholar who thus believed, 
he presented that of a chancellor of a great university, and 
was told that he was not the kind of scholar that was meant! 
_ The kind of scholar not infrequently meant by such oppos- 
ers is the one who is seeking to destroy faith in the Bible as 
the Word of God, and to substitute in its place a Bible of his 
own making. 

The Outlook had an editorial recently, entitled “Whom 
Shall We Believe?” in which the writer reaffirmed the plati- 
tudes that living is a vital much more than an intellectual 
process, and that truth of the deeper kind is distilled out of 
experience rather than logical processes. This is the reason 
he said why many things are hidden from the so-called wise, 
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who follow formal methods of exact observation, and are re- 
vealed to babes and sucklings who know nothing of these meth- 
ods, but are deep in the process of living. No spectator ever 
yet understood a great contemporary human movement into 
which he did not enter. 

Does this explain why the cloistered scholar is unable to 
accept the supernatural inspiration of the scriptures while the 
men on the firing line of the Lord’s army believe in it even 
to the very words? Does it explain the faith of our mission- 
aries in foreign lands? Is this what led J. Hudson Taylor to 
Inland China, and Dr. Guinness to establish the work upon the 
Congo, and George Miieller and William Quarrier to support 
the orphans at Bristol and the Bridge of Weirs? Is this—the 
belief in the plenary inspiration of the Bible—the secret of the 
evangelistic power of D. L. Moody, and Chapman, and Torrey, 
and Gipsy Smith, and practically every evangelist in the field, 
for to the extent of our acquaintance there are none of these 
who doubt it? Does this tell why “the best sellers on the mar- 
ket,” at least among Christian people, have been the devotional 
and expository books of Andrew Murray, and Miller and 
Meyer, and writers of that stamp? Is this why the plain peo- 
ple have loved to listen to preachers like Spurgeon, and 
McLaren, and Campbell Morgan, and Len Broughton and 
A. C. Dixon and have passed by men of the other kind? It is, 
in a word, safe to challenge the whole Christian world for the 
name of a man who stands out as a winner of souls who does 
not believe in the inspiration of the Bible as it has been sought 
to be explained in these pages. 

But we conclude with a kind of concrete testimony—that 
of the General Assembly of the Presbyterian Church of Amer- 
ica, and of a date as recent as 1893. The writer is not a 
Presbyterian, and therefore with the better grace can ask his 
readers to consider the character and the intellect represented 
in such an Assembly. Here are some of our greatest mer- 
chants, our greatest jurists, our greatest educators, our great- 
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est statesmen, as well as our greatest missionaries, evangelists 
and theologians. There may be seen as able and august a 
gathering of representatives of Christianity in other places 
and on other occasions, but few that can surpass it. For sobri- 
ety of thought, for depth as well as breadth of learning, for 
wealth of spiritual experience, for honesty of utterance, and 
virility of conviction, the General Assembly of the Presbyte- 
rian Church in America must command attention and respect 
throughout the world. And this is what it said on the subject 
we are now considering at its gathering in the city of Wash- 
ington, the capital of the nation, at the date named: 
“THE BIBLE AS WE NOW HAVE TT, IN ITS VARI- 
OUS TRANSLATIONS AND REVISIONS, WHEN 
FREED FROM ALL ERRORS AND MISTAKES OF 
TRANSLATORS, COPYISTS AND PRINTERS, (IS) 
THE VERY WORD OF GOD, AND CONSEQUENTLY 
WHOLLY WITHOUT ERROR.” 


CHAPTER II 


THE MORAL GLORY OF JESUS CHRIST A PROOF 
OF INSPIRATION 


BY REV. WM. G. MOOREHEAD, D. D., PRESIDENT OF XENIA THEO- 
LOGICAL SEMINARY, XENIA, OHIO, U. S. A. 


The glories of the Lord Jesus Christ are threefold: Es- 
sential, official and moral. His essential glory is that which 
pertains to Him as the Son of God, the equal of the Father. 
His official glory is that which belongs to Him as the Media- 
tor. It is the reward conferred on Him, the august promo- 
tion He received when He had brought His great work to a 
final and triumphant conclusion. His moral glory consists of 
the perfections which marked His earthly life and ministry; 
perfections which attached to every relation He sustained, 
and to every circumstance in which He was found. His essen- 
tial and official glories were commonly veiled during His 
earthly sojourn. His moral glory could not be hid; He could 
not be less than perfect in everything; it belonged to Him; 
it was Himself. This moral glory now illumines every page 
of the four Gospels, as once it did every path He trod. 

The thesis which we undertake to illustrate and establish 
is this: That the moral glory of Jesus Christ as set forth in. 
the four Gospels cannot be the product of the unaided human 
intellect, that only the Spirit of God is competent to execute 
this matchless portrait of the Son of Man. The discussion of 
the theme falls into two parts: I. A brief survey of Christ’s 
moral glory as exhibited in the Gospels. II. The application 
of the argument. 

I. CHRIST’S MORAL GLORY 
THE HUMANITY OF JESUS 


1. The moral glory of Jesus appears in His development 
as Son of Man. The nature which He assumed was our na- 
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ture, sin and sinful propensities only excepted. His was a 
real and a true humanity, one which must pass through the 
various stages of growth like any other member of the race. 
From infancy to youth, from youth to manhood, there was 
steady increase both of His bodily powers. and mental facul- 
ties; but the progress was orderly. “No unhealthy precocity 
marked the holiest of infancies.” He was first a child, and 
afterwards a man, not a man in child’s years. 

As Son of Man He was compassed about with all the 
sinless infirmities that belong to our nature. He has needs 
common to all; need of food, of rest, of human sympathy and 
of divine assistance. He is subject to Joseph and Mary, He 
is a worshiper in the synagogue and the Temple; He weeps 
over the guilty and hardened city, and at the grave of a loved 
one; He expresses His dependence on God by prayer. 

Nothing is more certain than that the Gospel narratives 
present the Lord Jesus as a true man, a veritable member of 
our race. But we no sooner recognize this truth than we are 
confronted by another which sets these records alone and 
unapproachable in the field of literature. This second fact 
is this: At every stage of His development, in every relation 
of life, in every part of His service He is absolutely perfect. 
To no part of His life does a mistake attach, over no part of 
it does a cloud rest, nowhere is there defect. Nothing is more 
striking, more unexampled, than the profound contrast be- 
tween Jesus and the conflict and discord around Him, than 
between Him and those who stood nearest Him, the disciples, 
John Baptist, and the mother, Mary. All fall immeasurably 
below Him. 

THE PATTERN MAN 


2. The Gospels exalt our Lord infinitely above all other 
men as the representative, the ideal, the pattern man. Noth- 
ing in the judgment of historians stands out so sharply dis- 
tinct as race, national character—nothing is more ineffaceable. 
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The very greatest men are unable to free themselves from the 
influences amid which they have been born and educated. 
Peculiarities of race and the spirit of the age leave in their 
characters traces that are imperishable. To the last fiber of 
his being Luther was German, Calvin was French, Knox was 
Scotch; Augustine bears the unmistakable impress of the 
Roman, and Chrysostom is as certainly Greek. Paul, with all 
his large heartedness and sympathies is a Jew, always a Jew. 
Jesus Christ is the only. One who is justly entitled to be called 
the Catholic Man. Nothing local, transient, individualizing, 
national, or sectarian dwarfs the proportions of His won- 
drous character. “He rises above the parentage, the blood, 
the narrow horizon which bounded, as it seemed, His life; 
for He is the archetypal man in whose presence distinctions 
of race, intervals of ages, types of civilization and degrees of 
mental culture are as nothing’ (Liddon). He belongs to all 
ages, He is related to all men, whether they shiver amid the 
snows of the arctic circle, or pant beneath the burning heat of 
the equator; for He is the Son of Man, the Son of mankind, 
the genuine offspring of the race. 


UNSELFISHNESS AND DIGNITY 


3. The Lord’s moral glory appears in His unselfishness 
and personal dignity. The entire absence of selfishness in any 
form from the character of the Lord Jesus is another remark- 
able feature of the Gospels. He had frequent and fair oppor- 
tunities of gratifying ambition had His nature been tainted 
with that passion. But “even Christ pleased not himself ;” He 
“sought not his own glory ;” He came not “to do his own will.” 
His body and His soul with all the faculties and activities of 
each were devoted to the supreme aims of His mission. His 
self-sacrifice included the whole range of His human thought 
and affection and action; it lasted throughout His life; its 


highest expression was His ignominious death on the cross of 
Calvary. 
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The strange beauty of His unselfishness as it is displayed 
in the Gospel narratives appears in this, that it never seeks to 
draw attention to itself, it deprecates publicity. In His humil- 
ity He seems as one naturally contented with obscurity; as 
wanting the restless desire for eminence which is common to 
really great men; as eager and careful that even His miracles 
should not add to His reputation. But amid all His self- 
sacrificing humility He never loses His personal dignity nor. 
the self-respect that becomes Him. He receives ministry from 
the lowly and the lofty; He is sometimes hungry, yet feeds 
the multitudes in desert places; He has no money, yet He 
never begs, and He provides the coin for tribute to the gov- 
ernment from a fish’s mouth. He may ask for a cup of water 
at the well, but it is that He may save a soul. He never flies 
from enemies; He quietly withdraws or passes by unseen. 
Hostility neither excites nor exasperates Him. He is always 
calm, serene. He seems to care little for Himself, for His 
own ease or comfort or safety, but everything for the honor 
and the glory of the Father. If multitudes, eager and expect- 
ant, press upon Him, shouting, “Hosanna to the son of Da- 
vid,” He is not elated; if all fall away, stunned by His words 
of power, He is not cast down. He sought not a place among 
men, He was calmly content to be the Lord’s Servant, the 
obedient and the humble One. It was invariably true of Him 
that “He pleased not Himself.” 

And yet through all His amazing self-renunciation, there 
glances ever and anon something of the infinite majesty and 
supreme dignity which belong to Him because He is the Son 
of God. The words of Van Oosterzee are as true as they are 
beautiful and significant: “It is the same King’s Son who 
today dwells in the palace of His Father, and tomorrow, out 
of love to His rebellious subjects in a remote corner of the 
Kingdom, renouncing His princely glory, comes to dwell 
‘amongst them in the form of a servant * * * and is 
known only by the dignity of His look, and the star of royalty 
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on His breast, when the mean cloak is opened for a moment, 
apparently by accident.” 


SUPERIORITY TO HUMAN JUDGMENT AND INTERCESSION 


4, The Gospels exhibit the Lord Jesus as superior to the 
judgment and the intercession of men. When challenged by 
the disciples and by enemies, as He often was, Jesus never 
apologizes, never excuses Himself, never confesses to a mis- 
take. When the disciples, terrified by the storm on the lake, 
awoke Him saying, “Master, carest thou not that we perish?”, 
He did not vindicate His sleep, nor defend His apparent indif- 
ference to their fears. Martha and Mary, each in turn, with 
profound grief, say, “Lord, if thou hadst been here, my broth- 
er had not died.” There is not a minister of the gospel the 
world over who would not in similar circumstances explain or 
try to explain why he could not at once repair to the house of 
mourning when summoned thither. But Jesus does not excuse 
His not being there, nor His delay of two days in the place 
where He was when the urgent message of the sisters reached 
Him. In the consciousness of the perfect rectitude of His 
ways, He only replies, “Thy brother shall rise again.” Peter 
once tried to admonish Him, saying, “This be far from thee, 
Lord; this shall not be unto thee.” But Peter had to learn 
that it was Satan that prompted the admonition. Nor does He 
recall a word when the Jews rightly inferred from His lan- 
guage that He “being man made Himself God” (John 10:30- 
36). He pointed out the application of the name Elohim 
(God) to judges under the theocracy; and yet He irresistibly 
implies that His title to Divinity is higher than, and distinct in 
kind from, that of the Jewish magistrates. He thus arrives a 
second time at the assertion which had given so great offerise, 
by announcing His identity with the Father, which involves 
His own proper Deity. The Jews understood Him. He did 
not retract what they accounted blasphemy, and they again 
sought His life. He is never mistaken, and never retracts. 
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So likewise He is superior to human intercession. He 
never asks even His disciples nor His nearest friends, and 
certainly never His mother Mary, to pray for Him. In Geth- 
semane He asked the three to watch with Him, He did not 
ask them to pray for Him. He bade them pray that they might 
not enter into temptation, but He did not ask them to pray 
that He should not, nor that He should be delivered out of 
it. Paul wrote again and again, “Brethren, pray for us’— 
“pray for me.” But such was not the language of Jesus. It 
is worthy of note that the Lord does not place His own people 
on a level with Himself in His prayers. He maintains the 
distance of His own personal dignity and supremacy between 
‘Himself and them. In His intercession He never uses plural 
personal pronouns in His petitions. He always says, “I” and 
“me,” “these” and “them that thou hast given me;” never “we” 
and “us,” as we speak and should speak in our prayers. 


THE SINLESSNESS OF JESUS 


5. The sinlessness of the Saviour witnesses to His moral 
glory. The Gospels present us with one solitary and unique 
fact of human history—an absolutely sinless Man! In His 
birth immaculate, in His childhood, youth and manhood, in 
public and private, in death and in life, He was faultless. Hear 
some witnesses. There is the testimony of His enemies. For 
three long years the Pharisees were watching their victim. As 
another writes, “There was the Pharisee mingling in every 
crowd, hiding behind every tree. They examined His disci- 
ples, they cross-questioned all around Him. They looked into 
His ministerial life, into His domestic privacy, into His hours 
of retirement. They came forward with the sole accusation 
they could muster—that He had shown disrespect to Caesar. 
The Roman judge who ought to know, pronounced it void.” 
There was another spy—Judas. Had there been one failure in 
the Redeemer’s career, in his awful agony Judas would have 
remembered it for his comfort; but the bitterness of his de- 
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spair, that which made his life intolerable, was, “I have be- 
trayed the innocent blood.” 

There is the testimony of His friends. His disciples affirm 
that during their intercourse with Him His life was unsullied. 
Had there been a single blemish they would have detected 
it, and, honest historians as they were, they would have re- 
corded it, just as they did their own shortcomings and blun- 
ders. The purest and most austere man that lived in that day, 
John the Baptist, shrank from baptizing the Holy One, and in 
conscious unworthiness he said, “I have need to be baptized of 
thee, and comest thou to me?” Nor is His own testimony 
to be overlooked. Jesus never once confesses sin. He never 
once asks for pardon. Yet is it not He who so sharply re- 
bukes the self-righteousness of the Pharisees? Does He not, 
in His teaching, seem to ignore all human piety that is not 
based upon a broken heart? But yet He never lets fall a 
hint, He never breathes a prayer which implies the slightest 
trace of blameworthiness. He paints the doom of incorrigible 
and unrepentent sinners in the most dreadful colors found in 
the entire Bible, but He Himself feels no apprehension, He 
expresses no dread of the penal future; His peace of mind, 
His fellowship with Almighty God, is never disturbed nor 
interrupted. If He urge sorrow upon others and tears of 
penitence, it is for their sins; if He groan in agony, it is not for 
sins of His own, it is for others’. He challenges His bitterest 
enemies to convict Him of Sin (John 8:46). Nor is this all. 
“The soul,” it has been said, “like the body has its pores,” 
and the pores are always open. “Instinctively, unconsciously, 
and whether a man will or not, the insignificance or the great- 
ness of the inner life always reveals itself.” From its very 
center and essence the moral nature is ever throwing out 
- about itself circles of influence, encompasses itself with an 

atmosphere of self-disclosure. In Jesus Christ this self-reve- 
lation was not involuntary, nor accidental, nor forced: it was 
in the highest degree deliberate. There is about Him an air of 
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superior holiness, of aloofness from the world and its ways, a 
separation from evil in every form and of every grade, such as 
no other that has ever lived has displayed. Although de- 
scended from an impure ancestry, He brought no taint of sin 
into the world with Him; and though He mingled with sinful 
men and was assailed by fierce temptations, He contracted no 
guilt, He was touched by no stain. He was not merely unde- 
filed, but He was undefilable. He was like a ray of light which 
parting from the fountain of light can pass through the foulest 
medium and still be unstained and untouched. He came down 
into all the circumstances of actual humanity in its sin and 
misery, and yet He kept the infinite purity of heaven with 
Him. In the annals of our race there is none next to or like 
Him. 
ASSEMBLAGE AND CORRELATION OF VIRTUES 

6. The exquisite assemblage and correlation of virtues 
and excellencies in the Lord Jesus form another remarkable 
feature of the Gospel narratives. There have been those who 
have displayed distinguished traits of character; those who by 
reason of extraordinary gifts have risen to heights which are 
inaccessible to the great mass of men. But who among the 
mightiest of men has shown himself to be evenly balanced and 
rightly poised in all his faculties and powers? In the very 
greatest and best, inequality and disproportion are encoun- 
tered. Generally, the failings and vices of men are in the 
inverse ratio of their virtues and their powers. “The tallest 
bodies cast-the longest shadows.” In Jesus Christ there is no 
unevenness. In Him there is no preponderance of the imagin- 
tion over the feeling, of the intellect over the imagination, of 
the will over the intellect. There is in Him an uninterrupted 
harmony of all the powers of body and soul, in which that 
serves which should serve, and that rules which ought to 
rule, and all works together to one adorable end, In Him 
every grace is in its perfectness, none in excess, none out 
of place, and none wanting. His justice and His mercy, His 
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peerless love and His truth, His holiness and His freest par- 
don never clash; one never clouds the other. His firmness 
never degenerates into obstinacy, or His calmness into in- 
difference. His gentleness never becomes weakness, nor His 
elevation of soul forgetfulness of others. In His best ser- 
vants virtues and graces are uneven and often clash. Paul 
had hours of weakness and even of petulance. He seems to 
have regretted that he called himself a Pharisee in the Jew- 
ish Sanhedrin and appealed to that party for help, for in his 
address before the proconsul Felix he said, “Or let these same 
here say, if they found any evil doing in me, while I stood 
before the Council, except it be for this one voice, that I cried 
standing among them, Touching the resurrection of the dead 
I am called in question by you this day.” John the Apostle of 
love even wished to call down fire from heaven to consume 
the inhospitable Samaritans. And the Virgin mother must 
learn that even she cannot dictate to Him as to what He shall 
do or not do. In Jesus there is the most perfect balance, the 
most amazing equipoise of every faculty and grace and duty 
and power. In His whole life one day’s walk never contra- 
dicts another, one hour’s service never clashes with another. 
While He shows He is master of nature’s tremendous forces, 
and the Lord of the unseen world, He turns aside and lays 
His glory by to take little children in His arms and to bless 
them. While He must walk amid the snares His foes have 
privily spread for His feet, He is equal to every occasion, is in 
harmony with the requirements of every moment. “He never 
speaks where it would be better to keep silence, He never 
keeps silence where it would be better to speak; and He al- 
ways leaves the arena of controversy a victor.” His unaf- 
fected majesty, so wonderfully depicted in the Gospels, runs 
through His whole life, and is as manifest in the midst of 
poverty and scorn, at Gethsemane and Calvary, as on the 
Mount of Transfiguration and in the resurrection from the 
grave. 
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OMNIPOTENCE AND OMNISCIENCE 


7. The evangelists do not shrink from ascribing to the 
Lord Jesus divine attributes, particularly Omnipotence and 
Omniscience. They do so as a mere matter of fact, as what 
might and should be expected from so exalted a personage as 
the Lord Jesus was. How amazing the power is which He 
wields when it pleases Him to do so! It extends to the forces 
of nature. At His word the storm is hushed into a calm, 
and the raging of the sea ceases. At His pleasure He walks 
on the water as on dry land. It extends to the world of evil 
spirits. At His presence demons cry out in fear and quit 
their hold on their victims. His power extends into the 
realm of disease. Every form of sickness departs at His 
command, and He cures the sick both when He is beside them 
and at a distance from them. Death likewise, that inexorable 
tyrant that wealth has never bribed, nor tears softened, nor 
human power arrested, yielded instantly his prey when the 
voice of the Son of God bade him. — 

But Jesus equally as certainly and as fully possessed a 
superhuman range of knowledge as well as a superhuman 
power. He knew men; knew them as God knows them. 
Thus He saw into the depths of Nathaniel’s heart when he 
was under the fig tree; He saw into the depths of the sea, 
and the exact coin in the mouth of a particular fish; He read 
the whole past life of the woman at the well, although He 
had never before met with her. John tells us that “He needed 
not that any should testify of man: for he knew what was 
in man” (John ii:25). He knew the world of evil spirits. 
He was perfectly acquainted with the movements of Satan 
and of demons. He said to Peter, “Simon, Simon, behold, 
Satan asked to have you that he might sift you as wheat: I 
made supplication for thee that thy faith fail not” (Luke xxii: 
31,32). He often spoke directly to the evil spirits that had 
control of people, ordering them to hold their peace, to come 
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out and to enter no more into their victims. He knew the 
Father as no mere creature could possibly know Him. “All 
things are delivered unto me of my Father: and no man 
knoweth the Son, save the Father; neither doth any know the 
Father, save the Son, and he to whomsoever the Son willeth 
to reveal Him” (Matt. xi:27). 

A difficulty will-be felt when we attempt to reconcile this 
infinite knowledge of men, of the unseen world, and of God 
Himself, which the Son of God possessed, with the state- 
ment in Mark that He did not know the day nor the hour of 
His Second Advent. But the difficulty is no greater than 
that other in John, where we are told that His face was wet 
with human tears while the almighty voice was crying, “Laz- 
arus, come forth.” In both cases the divine and the human 
are seen intermingling, and yet they are perfectly distinct. 

Such are some of the beams of Christ’s moral glories as 
they shine everywhere on the pages of the Four Gospels. A 
very few of them are here gathered together. Nevertheless, 
what a stupendous picture do they form! In the annals of 
our race there is nothing like it. Here is One presented to 
us who is a true and genuine man, and yet He is the ideal, 
the representative, the pattern man, claiming kindred in the 
catholicity of His manhood with all men; sinless, yet full 
of tenderness and pity; higher than the highest, yet stooping 
to the lowest and to the most needy; perfect in all His words 
and ways, in His life and in His death! 

Who taught the evangelists to draw this matchless por- 
trait? The pen which traced these glories of Jesus—could it 
haye been other than an inspired pen? This question leads 


us to the second part of our task, which can soon be disposed 
of. 


Il. THE APPLICATION OF THE ARGUMENT 


Nothing is more obvious than the very commonplace 
axiom, that every effect requires an adequate cause. Given a 


Moral Glory of Jesus Christ | 53 


piece of machinery, complex, delicate, exact in all its move- 
ments, we know that it must be the product of a competent 
mechanic. Given a work of consummate art, we know it 
must be the product of a consummate artist. None but a 
sculptor with the genius of an Angelo could carve the “Moses.” 
None but a painter with the hand, the eye, and the brain of a 
Raphael could paint the “Transfiguration.” None but a poet 
with the gifts of a Milton could write “Paradise Lost.” 

Here are four brief records of our Lord’s earthly life. 
They deal almost exclusively with His public ministry ; they 
do not profess even to relate all that He did in His official 
work (cf. John xxi:25). The authors of these memorials 
were men whose names are as household words the world 
over; but beyond their names we know little more. The first 
was tax collector under the Roman government; the sec- 
ond was, it is generally believed, that John Mark who for 
a time served as an attendant on Paul and Barnabas, and who 
afterward became the companion and fellow-laborer of Peter; 
the third was a physician and the devoted friend and co- 
worker of Paul; and the fourth was a fisherman. Two of 
them, Matthew and John, were disciples of Jesus; whether 
the others, Mark and Luke, ever saw Him during His earthly 
sojourn cannot be determined. 

These four men, unpracticed in the art of writing, unac- 
quainted with the ideals of antiquity, write the memorials of 
Jesus’ life. Three of them traverse substantially the same 
ground, record the same incidents, discourses and miracles. 
While they are penetrated with the profoundest admiration 
for their Master, they never once dilate on His great qualities. 
All that they do is to record His actions and His discourses 
with scarcely a remark. One of them indeed, John, inter- 
mingles reflective commentary with the narrative; but .in 
doing this John carefully abstains from eulogy and panegyric. 
He pauses in His narrative only to explain some reference, to 
open some deep saying of the Lord, or to press some vital 
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truth. Yet, despite this absence of the smallest attempt to 
delineate a character, these four men have accomplished what 
no others have done or can do—they have presented the world 
with the portrait of a Divine Man, a Glorious Saviour. Mat- 
thew describes Him as the promised Messiah, the glory of 
Israel, the Son of David, the Son of Abraham; the One in 
whom the covenants and the promises find their ample ful- 
filment; the One who accomplishes all righteousness. Mark 
exhibits Him as the mighty Servant of Jehovah who does 
man’s neglected duty, and meets the need of all around. Luke 
depicts Him as the Friend of man, whose love is so intense 
and comprehensive, whose pity is so divine, that His saving 
power goes forth to Jew and Gentile, to the lowliest and the 
loftiest, to the publican, the Samaritan, the ragged prodigal, 
the harlot, the thief, as well as to the cultivated, the moral, 
the great. John presents Him as the Son of God, the Word 
made flesh; as Light for a dark world, as Bread for a starving 
world, as Life for a dead world. Matthew writes for the Jew, 
Mark for the Roman, Luke for the Greek, and John for the 
Christian ; and all of them write for every kindred, and tribe, 
and tongue and people of the entire globe, and for all time! 
What the philosopher, the poet, the scholar, the artist could 
not do; what men of the greatest mind, the most stupendous 
genius have failed to do, these four unpracticed men have 
done—they have presented to the world the Son of Man and 
the Son of God in all His perfections and glories. 


A FACT TO BE EXPLAINED 


How comes it to pass that these unlearned and ignorant 
men (Acts iv:13) have so thoroughly accomplished so great 
a task? Let us hold fast our commonplace axiom, every 
effect must have an adequate cause. What explanation shall 
we give of this marvellous effect? Shall we ascribe their 
work to genius? But multitudes of men both before and since 
their day have possessed genius of the very highest order; 
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and these gifted men have labored in fields akin to this of 
our four evangelists. The mightiest minds of the race—men 
of Chaldea, of Egypt, of India, of China, and of Greece—have 
tried to draw a perfect character, have expended all their 
might to paint a god-like man. And with what result? Either 
he is invested with the passions and the brutalities of fallen 
men, or he is a pitiless and impassive spectator of the world’s 
sorrows and woes. In either case, the character is one which 
may command the fear but not the love and confidence of 
men. 

Again, we ask, How did the evangelists solve this mighty . 
problem of humanity with such perfect originality and pre- 
cision? Only two answers are rationally possible: 1. They 
had before them the personal and historical Christ. Men 
could no more invent the God-man of the Gospels than they 
could create a world. The almost irreverent words of Theo- 
dore Parker are grounded in absolute truth: “It would have 
taken a Jesus to forge a Jesus.” 2. They wrote by inspiration 
of the Spirit of God. It cannot be otherwise. It is not enough 
to say that the Divine Model was before them: they must have 
had something more, else they never could have succeeded. 

Let it be assumed that these four-men, Matthew, Mark, 
Luke and John, were personally attendant on the ministry of 
Jesus—that they saw Him, heard Him, companied with Him 
for three years. Yet on their own showing they did not un- 
derstand Him. ‘They testify that the disciples, the Apostles 
among the number, got but the slenderest conceptions of His 
person and His mission from His very explicit teachings. 
They tell us of a wonderful incapacity and weakness in all 
their apprehensions of Him. The Sun of righteousness was 
shining on them and around them, and they could see only 
the less! He told them repeatedly of His approaching death, 
and of His resurrection, but they did not understand Him; 
they even questioned among themselves what the rising from 
the dead should mean (Mark ix:10)—poor men! And yet 
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these men, once so blind and ignorant, write four little pieces 
about the person and the work of the Lord Jesus which the 


study and the research of Christendom for eighteen hundred — 


years have not exhausted, and which the keenest and most 
hostile criticism has utterly failed to discredit. 

But this is not all. Others have tried their hand at com- 
posing the Life and Deeds of Jesus. Compare some of these 
with our Four Gospels. 


SPURIOUS GOSPELS 


The Gospel narrative observes an almost unbroken silence 
as to the long abode of Jesus at Nazareth. Of the void thus 
left the church became early impatient. During the first four 
centuries many attempts were made to fill it up. Some of 
these apocryphal gospels are still extant, notably that which 
deals with the infancy and youth of the Redeemer; and it is 


instructive to notice how those succeeded who tried to lift. 


the veil which covers the earlier years of Christ. Let another 
state the contrast between the New Testament records and the 
spurious gospels: “The case stands thus: our Gospels present 
us with a glorious picture of a mighty Saviour, the mythic gos- 
pels with that of a contemptible one. In our Gospels He exhib- 
its a superhuman wisdom; in the mythic ones a nearly equal su- 
perhuman absurdity. In our Gospels He is arrayed in all the 


beauty of holiness; in the mythic ones this aspect of char- 
acter is entirely wanting. In our Gospels not one stain of sin-_ 


fulness defiles His character; in the mythic ones the Boy Jesus 
is both pettish and malicious. Our Gospels exhibit to us a 
sublime morality; not one ray of it shines in those of the 
mythologists. The miracles of the one and of the other stand 
contrasted on every point.” (Row.) 

These spurious gospels were written by men who lived 
not long after the apostolic age; by Christians who wished 
to honor the Saviour in all they said about Him; by men who 
had the portraiture of Him before them which the Gospels 
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supply. And yet these men, many of them better taught than 
the Apostles, with the advantage of two or three centuries of 
Christian thought and study, could not produce a fancy sketch 
of the Child Jesus without violating our sense of propriety, 
and shocking our moral sense. The distance between the Gos- 
pels of the New Testament and the pseudo-gospels is meas- 
ured by the distance between the product of the Spirit of God, 
and that of the fallen human mind. 


UNINSPIRED “LIVES OF CHRIST” 


Let us take another illustration. The nineteenth century 
has been very fruitful in the production of what are commonly 
called “Lives of Christ.” Contrast with the Gospels four 
such “Lives,” perhaps the completest and the best, taken alto- 
gether, of those written by English-speaking people—An- 
drews’, Geikie’s, Hanna’s and Edersheim’s. The authors of 
our Gospels had no models on which to frame their work. 
The path they trod had never before been pressed by human 
feet. The authors of the “Lives” have not only these incom- 
parable narratives as their pattern and the chief source of 
all their material, but numberless other such “Lives” sug- 
gestive as to form and construction, and the culture and the 
research of eighteen centuries lying behind them. But would 
any one venture for a moment to set forth these “Lives” as 
rivals of our Gospels? Much information and helpfulness are 
to be derived from the labors of these Christian scholars, and 
others who have toiled in the same field; but how far they all 
fall below the New Testament record it is needless to show. 
Indeed, all such writings are largely antiquated and scarcely 
read, though they are quite young in years, so soon does man’s 
work decay and die. 

Let the contrast be noted as to size or bulk. Andrews’ 
book contains 615 pages; Geikie’s over 1,200; Hanna’s over 
2,100; Edersheim’s, 1,500 pages. The four combined have no 
less than 5,490 pages, enough in these busy days to require 
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months of reading to go but once through their contents. 
Bagster prints the Four Gospels in 82 pages; the Oxford, in | 
104; Amer. Rev., 120. In the Bagster, Matthew has but 23; 
Mark, 13; Luke, 25; and John, 21. Less than one hundred | 
pages of the Four Gospels against more than five thousand 
four hundred of the four “Lives.” 

Countless volumes, great and small, in the form of com- 
mentary, exposition, notes, harmony and history are written 
on these brief records. How happens it that such stores of 
wisdom and knowledge lie garnered in these short pieces? 
Who taught the evangelists this superhuman power of ex- 
pansion and contraction, of combination and separation, of 
revelation in the words and more revelation below the words? 
Who taught them so to describe the person and work of the 
Lord Jesus as that the description satisfies the most illiterate 
and the most learned, is adapted to minds of the most limited 
capacity, and to those of the widest grasp? Whence did they 
derive the infinite skill they display in grouping together 
events, discourses, and actions in such fashion that vividly 
before us is the deathless beauty of a perfect Life? There is 
but one answer to these questions, there can be no other. The 
Spirit of the living God filled their minds with His unerring 
wisdom and controlled their human speech. To that creative 
Spirit who has peopled the world with living organisms so 
minute that only the microscope can reveal their presence, 
it is not hard to give us in so brief a compass the sublime 
portrait of the Son of Man. To men it is impossible. 


INSPIRATION EXTENDS THROUGHOUT THE BIBLE 


Now if it be conceded that the Four Gospels are inspired, 
we are compelled by every rule of right reason to concede 
the inspiration of the rest of the New Testament. For all the 
later communications contained in the Acts, the Epistles, and 
the Revelation, are already in germ form in the Gospels, just 
as the Pentateuch holds in germ the rest of the Old Testament. 
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If the Holy Spirit is the author of the Four Gospels He is none 
the less the author of the entire New. Testament. If He 
creates the germ, it is He also that must unfold it into mature 
fruit. If He makes the seed He must likewise give the in- 
crease. To this fundamental truth the writers of the later 
communications bear the most explicit testimony. Paul, John, 
James, Peter and Jude severally intimate that what they have 
to impart is from Christ by His Spirit. 

Furthermore, if we admit the inspiration of the New 
Testament we must also admit that of the Old. For, if any 
one thing has been established by the devout and profound 
study and research of evangelical scholarship it is this, that 
the Scriptures of the Old Testament hold in germ the revela- 
tion contained in the New. The Latin Father spoke as pro- 
foundly as truly when he said, “The New Testament lies hid 
in the Old, and the Old stands revealed in the New.” An- 
cient Judaism had one supreme voice for the chosen people, 
and its voice was prophetic. Its voice was the significant word, 
Wait. As if it kept reminding Israel that the Mosaic Institu- 
tions were only temporary and typical, that something infi- 
nitely better and holier was to take their place; and so it said, 
Wait. Wait, and the true Priest will come, the Priest greater 
than Aaron, greater than Melchizedek—the Priest of whom 
these were but thin shadows, dim pictures. Wait, and the true 
Prophet, like unto Moses, greater than Moses, will appear. 
Wait, and the real sacrifice, that of which all other offerings 
were but feeble images, will be made and sin be put away. If 
any man deny the inspiration of the Old Testament, sooner or 
later he will deny that of the New. For the two are insepara- 
bly bound up together. If the one fall, so will the other. 
Already the disastrous consequences of such a course of pro- 
cedure are apparent in Christendom. For years the conflict 
has raged about the trustworthiness, the integrity and the 
authority of the Old Testament. Not long since one who is 
identified with the attacking party arrayed against that Scrip- 
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ture announced that the victory is won, and nothing now re- 
mains save to determine the amount of the indemnity. It is 
very noteworthy that the struggle has indeed measurably sub- 
sided as to the Old Testament, although there are no signs 
of weakening faith in it on the part of God’s faithful chil- 
dren, and the fight now turns with increasing vigor on the 
New Testament, and pre-eminently about the Person of the 
Lord Jesus Christ. Men who are Christians at least in name, 
who occupy influential seats in great Universities and even 
Theological Schools, do not shrink from impeaching the New 
Testament record touching the Virgin Birth of the Lord 
Jesus, His resurrection from the dead, and His promise of one 
day returning to this earth in majesty and power. One can- 
not renounce the Scriptures of the Old Testament without 
relaxing his hold, sooner or later, on the New. 

Christ is the center of all Scripture, as He is the center of 
all God’s purposes and counsels. The four evangelists take up 
the life and the moral glory of the Son of Man, and they place 
it alongside of the picture of the Messiah as sketched by the 
prophets, the historical by the side of the prophetic, and they 
show how exactly the two match. So long as the Four Gos- 
pels remain unmutilated and trusted by the people of God, 
so long is the doctrine of the Bible’s supreme authority as- 
sured. 

God spoke to the fathers in the prophets: He now speaks 
to us in His Son whom He hath made Heir of all things. In 


either case, whether by the prophets or by the Son, the Speaker 
is God. 








CHAPTER III 


GOD IN CHRIST THE ONLY REVELATION OF THE 
FATHERHOOD OF GOD 


BY ROBERT E. SPEER 


“They shall put you out of the synagogues: yea, the hour 
cometh, that whosoever killeth you shall think that he offereth 
service unto God. And these things will they do, because 
they have not known the Father nor me.” (John 16:2, 33) 

These words suggest to us that it is not enough for a man 
just to believe in God. Everything depends on what kind of 
a god it is in whom he believes. It is a rather striking and sur- 
prising comparison at first that our Lord institutes here be- 
tween a mere belief in God and the possibly horrible moral 
consequences, on the one hand, and a knowledge of God in 
Christ and its sure moral effects, on the other. And the les- 

son would seem to be the inadequacy of any religious faith 
that does not recognize the revelation of the Father in Jesus 
Christ and that does not-know Jesus Christ as God. It is a 
little hard for us to take such a great thought as this into our 
lives, and yet our Lord puts it in unmistakable clearness: on 
the one hand, the moral inadequacy of a mere belief in God; 
on the other hand, the moral and spiritual adequacy of a 
recognition of God as Father exposed in Christ as God. 


THEISM NOT SUFFICIENT 


In the former of these two verses our Lord makes the 
first of these two points unmistakably clear. He saw no ade- 
quate guarantee of moral rectitude and justice in a mere theis- 
tic faith. He suffered in His own death the possibly bitter 
fruits of a mere theistic faith. The men who put Him to 
death were ardent believers in God, and they thought they 
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were doing a fine thing for God when they crucified the Son 
of God. And He told His disciples that the day would come 
when conscientious men would take out service of God in 
executing them, and that those who would put them to death 
would not be bad men, but men who thought that by killing 
them they were doing God’s will. 

We see exactly the same great error in our own day. It 
is no sufficient protection to a man to believe in one God. 
There are no more rigid monotheists in the world than Mo- 
hammedans, and there are some who tell us that in India 
the moral conditions of the Mohammedans are even worse 
than the moral conditions of the polytheistic Hindus around 
about them. It is not so much a matter of how many gods 
you believe in. I would rather believe in three good gods than 
in one bad one. One religion is superior to another religion, 
not because it has less or more gods than that other religion, 
but because the character of its gods is superior to the char- 
acter of the gods of that other religion. Our Lord under- 
stood completely that a mere faith in God was not going to 
make a good man, that a man might believe in God and be a 
murderer, or an adulterer, he might believe in God and put the 
very apostles of Jesus Christ to death and think that thus he 
was doing God a great service. 


CONSCIENTIOUSNESS NOT SUFFICIENT 


It seems to me that it is worth while to stop here for a 
moment incidentally to note how easy a thing it is for a man 
to be guilty of conscientious error and crime. It is no defense 
of a man’s conduct to say that he is conscientiously satis- 
fied with what he did. I suppose that most bad things have 
been done in all good conscience, and that most of the sins 
that we commit today we commit with a perfectly clean con- 
science. There is such a thing as a moral color-blindness that 
is just as real as a physical color-blindness. I was visiting a 
little while ago one of our well-known girls’ schools, and had 
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a discussion with one of the teachers, who said that she 
thought it did not make so much difference what a pupil 
believed or did, provided only she was conscientious in her 
belief and conduct. I told her that it must be quite easy 
to go to school to her if it did not matter whether you answered 
right or not, if only you were conscientiously honest in what 
you said. She might get two absolutely contrary answers to 
a question and mark each one of them perfect. The whole 
foundations of the moral universe fall out from beneath the 
man or the woman who will take that view of it, that there is 
not really any objective standard of right or wrong at all, that 
everything hinges on just how a person feels about it, and if 
they only feel comfortable over the thing it is all right. These 
men who were going to put the disciples of Jesus Christ to © 
death had no qualms of conscience about it. They would 
think in doing it that they were doing God a service. The idea 
that our Lord means to bring out is this, that the standards of 
a man are dependent upon his conception of God, and He saw 
no guarantee of moral rectitude and justice in a man’s life 
except as that man grasped the revelation of God as Father 
that had been made in Jesus Christ, and himself knew Jesus 
Christ as God. 


CHRIST'S MENTION OF “FATHER” 


There is no room here to trace this great thought through 
all the teaching of our Lord, but it would be a good and helpful 
thing if many of us would take the four Gospels and sit down 
with two sheets of paper, and write down on one sheet every- 
thing that Jesus had to say about the Father, and on the other 
every mention in Christ’s teaching of the name of God. Late- 
ly, I read through the last discourses of Jesus in John with 
this in mind. Only four times does Jesus so much as men- 
tion the name of God, while He speaks of the Father at least 
forty times. Evidently our Lord conceived that His great 
‘message to men was a message of God as Father revealed in 


64 The Fundamentals 


His own life, and He conceived this to be a great practical 
moral truth, that was to save men from those errors of judg- 
ment, of act and of character about which a man has no sure 
guarantee under a mere monotheistic faith. 


IN RELATION TO OUR RELIGIOUS FAITH 


1. I think we might just as well now go right to the heart 
of the thing by considering, first of all, THE RELATIONSHIP OF 
THIS REVELATION THAT JESUS CHRIST MADE OF THE FATHER- 
CHARACTER OF GOD IN HIMSELF TO OUR OWN RELIGIOUS FAITH. 
We begin our Christian creed with the declaration, “I believe in 
God the Father Almighty.” I believe that no man can say 
those words sincerely and honestly, with an intellectual under- 
standing of what he is saying, who is not saying them with 
his feet solidly resting on the evangelical conviction; for we 
know practically nothing about God as Father except what 
we learn from the revelation of God as Father in Jesus Christ. 
Men say sometimes that the idea of God as Father was in the 
Old Testament, and there is a sense doubtless in which we 
can find it there: a patriotic sense for one thing, a poetic sense 
for another thing. The Hebrews thought of God as the 
Father, the national Father of Israel. 

Now and then there is some splendid burst in the prophets 
that contains that idea, as when Jeremiah, crying out for God, 
says, “I am a Father to Israel, and Ephraim is my first- 
born.” Or when Israel is itself crying out through Isaiah, 
“Jehovah is our Father. He is the potter and we are the 
clay.” But in each sense it is a sort of nationalistic concep- 
tion of God as the Father of the whole people Israel. And 
eyen when the note comes out poetically, it is patriotic still. 
Turn some time to the 103rd Psalm, where there is the best 
expression of it, “Like as a father pitieth his children, so the 
Lord pitieth them that fear him,” and even there it is the 
national cry. Or turn to the 89th Psalm, and there, too, it is 
national and patriotic: “And he shall cry unto me, Jehovah, 
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thou art my Father, my God, and the rock of my salvation.” 
And if in all the great body of the religious poetry of Israel 
there are only two or three distinct notes of the fatherhood of 
God, we cannot believe that that idea filled any very large 
‘place in the heart of Israel. And in the very last of all the 
Old Testament prophecies, the complaint of God is just this, 
that the Israelites would not conceive of Him as their Father, 
and that even the political conception of God as the Father of 
the nation was no reality in the experience of the people. 


A NEW CONCEPTION 


The revelation of God as the Father of men was a prac- 
tically new conception exposed in the teaching and in the life 
of our Lord Jesus Christ—not in His teaching alone. We 
should never have known God as Father by the message of 
Jesus Christ only; we should never have been able to conceive 
what Christ’s idea of God was if we had not seen that idea 
worked out in the very person of Jesus Christ Himself. It 
was not alone that He told us what God was. He said that 
when He walked before men, He was Himself one with the 
Father on Whom the eyes of men might gaze: “I am the 
way, and the truth, and the life: no one cometh unto the 
Father, but by me. If ye had known me, ye would have known 
my Father also; from henceforth ye have known Him and 
have seen Him. Philip saith unto Him, Lord show us the 
Father, and it sufficeth us. Jesus said unto him, Have I been 
so long time with you, and dost thou not know me, Philip? 
He that hath seen me hath seen the Father; how sayest thou, 
Show us the Father? Believest thou not that I am in the 
Father, and the Father in me? The words that I say unto 
you I speak not from myself: but the Father abiding in me 
doeth His works.” 

JOHN AND MATTHEW 


We cannot separate the Christological elements of the, 
Gospel from the Gospel. The effort is made by throwing the 
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Gospel of John out of court, and then we are told that with 
the Gospel of John gone the real work of Christ was just in 
His message, making known the Father to men, and that the 
Christological character that we impose upon the Gospel was 
something foisted upon it later, and not something lying in 
the mind and thought of Jesus Christ Himself. But I do not 
see how men can take that view of it until they cut out also the 
11th chapter of Matthew. Christ sets forth there the essen- 
tially Christological character of His gospel just as unmis- 
takably as it is set forth anywhere in the Gospel of John: “No 
man knoweth the Son save the Father; and no man knoweth 
the Father save the Son, and he to whomsoever the Son willeth 
to reveal him.” What I mean is just this, that the only 
defense of the Unitarian position is a ripping of the Gospel 
apart so that you cannot recognize it as the Gospel any more. 
You cannot tear Christ’s revelation of the fatherhood of God 
away from the person of Christ. He did not expose the 
fatherhood of God by what He said; He exposed the father- 
hood of God by what He was; and it is a species of intellectual 
misconception to take certain words of His and say those 
words entitle us to believe in God as our Father, while we 
reject Jesus Christ as His Divine Son, and think that it is pos- 
sible to hold to the first article of our Christian creed without 
going on to the second article of it, “And I believe in Jesus 
Christ, His only Son, our Lord.” 


CHRIST IS ALL 


If you and I subtract from our conception of God what 
we owe to the person of Jesus Christ, we have practically 
nothing left. The disciples knew that they would have little 
left. When it was proposed that they should separate them- 
selves from Christ and the revelation that He was making, 
these men stood absolutely dumbfounded. “Why, Lord,” they 
said, “what is to become of us? We have no place to go. Thou 
hast the words of eternal life. There is nothing for us in 
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Judaism any more.” Monotheism was in Judaism; the reve- 
lation of God was in Judaism; but that was nothing to the 
disciples now that they had seen that glorious vision of His 
Father made known to men in Jesus Christ His Son. It would 
seem to follow that our attitude towards Jesus Christ is deter- 
minative of our life in the Father, and that the imagination 
that we have a life in the Father that rests on a rejection of 
the claims of Jesus Christ is an imagination with no founda- 
tions under it at all. Take those great words of our Lord: 
“He that loveth me not keepeth not my words; and the word 
which ye hear is not mine, but the Father’s who sent me. Ifa 
man love me, he will keep my word: and my Father will love 
him, and we will come unto him and make our abode with 
him.” All through these last discourses of Jesus you come 
upon the two terms, “word” and “words.” In the Greek they 
are not just the singular and the plural of the same word. The 
word that is translated “word” here is the same word that in 
the beginning of this Gospel is translated “word,” logos, which 
does not mean the utterances of Jesus, which does not mean 
the things that Jesus said, which does not mean the ideals of 
life that Jesus erected. We are not complying with that con- 
dition when we try to be kind and unselfish and to obey the 
Golden Rule. What Jesus is setting forth there as the condi- 
tion of a right attitude toward God is a man’s acceptance of 
the inner secret of His own life, a man’s deliberate committing 
of himself to the great principles that underlie the character 
and the person of Jesus, a sympathetic union with Himself. 
And He summed it all up in those words to Philip, “He that 
hath seen me hath seen the Father.” It is in this sense, I say, 
that you and I cannot honestly declare that we “believe in God 
the Father” unless we go right on to say, “And in Jesus Christ, 
His only Son, our Lord,” for we know practically nothing 
about God as Father except what was revealed of God as 
Father in Him Who said, “I and the Father are one.” Do we 
believe in the fatherhood of God in that sense? 
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PRACTICAL APPLICATION 


2. Perhaps we can answer that question better by going on 
to ask, in the second place, whether we are REALIZING IN OUR 
LIVES ALL THE PRACTICAL IMPLICATIONS OF THIS REVELATION 
OF THE FATHER-CHARACTER OF Gop IN JESUS CHRIST. For 
one thing, think how it interprets the mystery and the testing 
of life. Now life is simply an enigma on the merely theistic 
hypothesis. We get absolutely no comfort, no light, no illumi- 
nation upon what we know to be the great problem of life from 
a simple belief in God. It only becomes intelligible to us as we 
understand God to be our Father in the sense in which Jesus 
Christ revealed Him. Dr. Babcock used to put it in the simple 
phrase: “You have got to take one of two interpretations of it. 
You have got to read your life in the terms of fate, or you 
have got to read it in the terms of fatherhood.” Once I 
accept the revelation of God made in Jesus Christ, my life is 
still a hard problem to me. There are many things in it that 
are terribly confused and difficult still; but I begin to get a 
little light on its deep and impenetrable mysteries. It was just 
in this point of view that the writer of the great epistle to 
the Hebrews thought he had some clue to the mystery of his 
own life, to the chastening of it, to the hard and burning dis- 
cipline through which he sees we are all passing. It was only 
when he conceived of himself as being a son of the great Pot- 
ter Who was shaping the clay Himself that the mystery began 
to clear a little from his pathway. And it was just so, you 
remember, that Christ got light on the mystery of His life: 
“Father, not my will, but thine be done.” Only as He remem- 
bered and rested deeply upon the character of God as His 
Father did those great experiences through which He was 
passing have full intelligibility to Him. After all, it was no 
fancy that connected the two great ideas of Isaiah, the 
living idea of the fatherhood of God and the meta- 
phorical idea of God as the Potter shaping his clay. It is only 
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so that we understand both aspects of our human life. We 
turn to Rabbi Ben Ezra and see the mystery wrought out 
there: 
“He fixed thee mid this dance 
Of plastic circumstance, 
This Present, thou, forsooth, wouldst fain arrest: 
Machinery just meant 
To give thy soul its bent. 
Try thee and turn thee forth, sufficiently impressed.” 
When the wheel moves fast, and the hand of the Potter 
seems cruel upon the clay, and the friction is full of terrible 
heat, we begin to understand something of it all in realizing 
that the Potter’s hand is the hand of a Father shaping in 
fatherly discipline the life of His son. “If ye endure chast- 
ening, God dealeth with you as sons.” 


OUR IDEALS 


Or think, in the second place, how this conception of God 
inspires and. rectifies the ideals of our lives. It was this that 
suggested the idea to Jesus here. He saw that there was 
absolutely no guarantee of right standards of life in a mere 
theistic faith, and there are none. We cannot morally trust 
Unitarianism if we take it away from living contact with the 
evangelical tradition. There is too much loose, subjective 
caprice in it; there is not enough firm and unassailable anchor- 
age in the objective realities of a revelation of the character 
of God made known to us in His divine Son. We have no 
guarantee whatever of just and perfect moral ideals that we 
do not get from the exposure of the father-character of God 
in the person of Jesus Christ and from personal union with 
God in Him. 

As a simple matter of fact the best ideals of our life we 
all owe to just that revelation. The ideal of purity—the Jews 
never had it. They had an ideal of ritual cleanliness, but 
they had no Christian ideal of moral purity. You cannot find 
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the ideal of purity anywhere in the world where the conception 
of the father-revelation of God in Christ has not gone. Ex- 
plain it as you will, it isa simple fact of comparative religion. 
Can any man find the full ideal of moral purity anywhere in 
this world where it has not been created by the revelation of 
the father-character of God in Christ? We owe it to that, and 
we can not be sure of its perpetuation save where the convic- 
tion of that great revelation abides in the faith of man. 

Or take our ideal of work. Where did Christ get His ideal 
of work? “My Father worketh hitherto, and I work.” On 
what ground did He rest His claim upon men to work? 
“Son, go work today in my vineyard.” Our whole ideal of a 
workingman’s life, of a man’s using his life to the fullness of 
its power in an unselfish service is an ideal born of the revela- 
tion of the father-character of God in Christ. And forgive- 
ness is an ideal of the same kind. We owe all the highest and 
noblest ideals of our life to that revelation. And it seems to 
us something less than fair for a man to take those ideals and 
then deny their origin, trampling under foot the claims of Him 
from Whom those ideals came into our lives. 


SWEETENS OBEDIENCE 


And think how rational and sweet this conception of God 
makes obedience. ‘There is something rational but hardly 
sweet in the thought of obedience to Him under the simple 
theistic conception. All the joy of obedience comes when I 
think of myself as my Father’s son and sent to do my Father’s 
will. Our Lord thought of His life just so. “Simon,” He 
said—that last night that Simon tried to defend Him by force— 
“put up thy sword into its sheath. The cup which my Father 
hath given me, shall I not drink it?’ We get our ideals of 
obedience and the joy and the delight of obedience from the 
thought that after all we are simply to obey our Father. In 
the 14th chapter of the Gospel of John, we get a little vision 
of what Christ conceives to be the sweetness and the tender- 
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ness and the beauty that can come into life from a real accept- 
ance of this revealing of His. “In that day,” He says, “ye 
shall know that I am in my Father, and ye in me, and I in you. 
He that hath my commandments and keepeth them, he it is 
that loveth me; and he that loveth me shall be loved of my 
Father, and I will love him and will manifest myself unto 
him. If a man love me, he will keep my word; and my 
Father will love him, and we will come unto him and make 
our abode with him.” 

I remember an interview I had some years ago at Ashe- 
ville. As we sat under the trees, the man with whom I was 
talking told me he had had a home; he was sure it was the 
sweetest home that could be found in all the Southern States ; 
and he did not have it any more. The eye that had marked 
his coming and brightened when he came watched for him no 
more, and little arms that had been thrown around his neck, 
and that made his home-coming in the evening a very taste of 
heaven to him, were no longer there to greet him, nor any 
little voice to call to him as he came. And he told me that 
when first that great eclipse fell upon his life it seemed to him 
that the whole thing was done and that a man was not war- 
ranted in trying to live any more. But he found here in this 
14th chapter of John these great assurances of which I have 
just been speaking, that there was another eye that could take 
the place of that eye that had waited in the years that had 
passed, other arms that could take the place of those little 
arms that were now busy with the other children round 
about the throne of God in heaven. There had come back into 
life the tenderness—and mark you, that too is a thought that 
came when Jesus Christ revealed the Father in Himself— 
there had come back into his life the tenderness and the joy 
and the gentleness that he had known before, simply because 
now he had come a little more fully to realize what it was 
that Jesus Christ by His life and teachings had exposed for 
the life of man. 
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COURAGE AND HOPE 


And what new courage and hope it brings into a man’s life. 
You say to me, “Man, you have got to be like God,” and I 
reply, “Take your Pat Doone t us blasphemy away. To be like 
God?” But you say to me, “He is your own Father, and 
you are His son. We are not asking you to become like that 
to which you are essentially unlike; we are simply asking you 
to become like your Father. It is His own nature in you that 
He will develop until restored to its full relationship to Him 
from Whom it came.” You talk to us that way about our 
duty as men in the world, and it makes all the difference 
between death and life to us. If God the Father did not 
come near to men in Jesus Christ, I do not know what I am 
going to do; I do not know where to find the help that I 
know I need. Nowhere else in the world has any voice arisen 
to offer it to men. But if God came near men in Jesus Christ 
and thereby guaranteed our own kinship to Him, I may be- 
lieve that I can become like Him Whose son I am. It is on 
just this ground that St. Paul makes his appeal: “Be ye 
therefore imitators of God as dear children.” 


RELATION TO PRAYER LIFE 


3. And, last of all, think on THE LIGHT THAT THIS CON- 
CEPTION OF GOD THROWS UPON OUR LIFE OF PRAYER. I sus- 
pect that prayer has been just a sham to many of us, or a 
thing that we have done because other people told us it was 
the thing to do. We never got anything out of it; it never 
meant anything to us. We might just as well have talked to 
stone walls as to pray the way we have prayed. We went out 
and said, “God,” and we might just as well have said, “hills,” 
or “mountains,” or “trees,” or anything else. Why have we 
not gone into the school of Christ and learned there, alike 
from His practice and His doctrine, what real prayer is and 
how a man can do it. You cannot find a single prayer of 
Christ addressed to God, not one; nor can you find a single 


Revelation of the Fatherhood of God 73 


prayer of Christ’s in which He so much as mentions God. 
The third verse of the 17th chapter of John, which says, 
“And this is eternal life, that they might believe in thee, the 
only true God, and Jesus Christ, whom thou hast sent,” may 
be an exception, but you will find that Westcott, and others 
of the best New Testament commentators, regard that phrase 
as a parenthesis of John the Evangelist, and not part of our 
Lord’s great prayer. 

I hope I am not misunderstood. I am meaning only that 
Christ’s conception of God and His practice of prayer did not 
rest merely on the theistic interpretation of the universe and 
the nature of its Creator in His majesty and almightiness. 
They rested on the father conception which He revealed in 
Himself. Just run over in your thought His prayers: the 
prayer that He taught us to pray, “Our Father, who art in 
heaven ;” the prayer He offered Himself when the disciples of 
John the Baptist came to Him: “I thank thee, Father, lord 
of heaven and earth, that thou hast hidden these things from 
the wise and the understanding, and hast revealed them unto 
babes. Even so, Father, for it seemeth good in thy sight ;” 
the prayer that He offered in the temple, when Philip and 
Andrew came to Him with the message about the Greeks 
who were seeking to see Him: “Now is my soul troubled, 
and what shall I say? Father, save me from this hour? But 
for this cause came I unto this hour;” the prayer that He 
offered before the grave of Lazarus, “Father, I thank thee 
that thou hearest me, and I know that thou hearest me al- 
ways;” the prayer that He put up in Gethsemane, “My 
Father, if this cup cannot pass from me except I drink it, thy 
will be done;” and the last prayer of all, when, as a tired little 
child, He lay down in His Father’s arms and fell asleep: 
“Father, into thy hands I commend my spirit.” He never 
pushed God off into His almightiness ; not once in all His life 
of supplication can you find Him dealing with God in this 
way. He never smote the heart with the chill of the divine 
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attributes. You may be recalling, perhaps, that one cry of 
His from the cross, “My God, my God, why hast thou for- 
saken me?’—a quotation from one of the Psalms and a shout 
of victory. I think that could be demonstrated to be a shout 
of victory and not a cry of isolation; but that alone would be 
your exception. All the other times it was, “Father,” “my 
Father,” “holy Father,” “righteous Father”—sometimes, we 
may believe, in the quiet intimacy of His secret conscious- 
ness, “my dear Father.’ What a reality this conception of 
prayer gives to it. We are not praying to any cold theistic 
God alone; we are praying to our Father made real to us, 
warm with the warmth of a great tenderness for us, living 
with a great consciousness of all our human suffering and 
struggle and conflict and need. 

It makes prayer, for one thing, a rational thing. I can go 
to my Father and ask Him for the things that I need. There 
is an exquisite passage in Andrew Bonar’s journals in which 
he speaks of sitting one day in his study and looking out 
of his window and seeing two of his children pass through 
the fields. He said as he saw those little children making their 
way across the fields, the love in his heart overcame him, and 
he pushed his books away from him on the table, and went 
to the door and called out across the field to them, and they 
came running eagerly in response to their father’s loving call. 
And when they had come, and he had caressed them, he said 
he gave each one of them something simply because the 
ecstasy of his fatherly love made it impossible that he should 
not do something then for those two children who were so 
dear to his heart. Do you suppose that God is an inferior 
sort of a father? Do you suppose that there are impulses in 
us toward our children, or in our fathers toward us, that are 
not simply just the dim and the faded suggestion of nobler 
and diviner impulses of the father heart of God? Prayer in 
the sense of supplication for real things becomes a rational 
reality to men who believe in God in Jesus Christ. 
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FELLOWSHIP 


And how sweet it makes prayer in the sense of living fel- 

lowship. Do you suppose that. we are nobler characters than 
that great Father after Whom these human fatherhoods of 
‘ours are named? Do you suppose that if it is sweet to us to 
have our little children come creeping to us in the dark, it is 
not sweet to our heavenly Father here, everywhere, to have 
“men, His sons, come stealing to His side and His love? This 
is no excessive way of putting it. Is it not guaranteed to us 
by those words which our Lord spoke that Easter morning 
as He stood there by His open grave, and the woman who 
adored Him was about to clasp His feet, “Mary, go and tell 
my disciples that I ascend unto my Father, and your Father, 
my God and your God.” Yes, that is the right way to put it 
today. No God for us, nowhere through the whole universe a 
real and satisfying God for us, except the God Who is dis- 
covered to us in Jesus Christ, and Who is calling to us today 
by the lips of Christ, “My son, O my son,” and Who would 
have us call back to Him, if we be true men, “My Father, O 
my Father.” 
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CHAPTER IV 


THE TESTIMONY OF CHRISTIAN EXPERIENCE 


BY PRESIDENT E. Y. MULLINS, D.D., LL. D., 
LOUISVILLE, KY, (Us SA: 


Human experience is the one datum of all philosophy, and 
all science. The experience of the individual and of the race 
is the grist which is poured into all the scientific and philo- 
sophic mills. Hence Christian experience as a distinct form 
of human experience ought to receive more attention than 
it has ever received before. 

Professor Bowne has emphasized the fact that whatever 
your philosophy, your experience is the same. You may call 
things by any names you wish and it will not affect experience. 
Christian Science says that all is mind, that a cobble stone, 
for example, is simply an idea and not a real piece of matter. 
We will suppose that some one hurls it and it strikes your 
head and sends you off for relief. Then you have an experi- 
ence in the realm of the ideal. You have an ideal stone, strik- 
ing an ideal head, and raising an ideal bump and producing an 
ideal dizziness and pain, and requiring the application of an 
ideal liniment, which produces an ideal cure, and affords you 
an ideal satisfaction and peace of mind. But all this does 
not in the slightest degree alter the experience itself. And if 
you were going to rear a philosophic system on the principle 
deduced from sudden contact of cobble stones with human 
craniums, you would be compelled to take this concrete human 
experience to begin with. 


JOHN JASPER PHILOSOPHY 


Science and philosophy are beginning to recognize the evi- 
dential value of Christian experience though they are very 
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slow about it and very reluctant about it even yet, apparently 
because it is not as obvious to the sense as the facts of the 
physical world. The world has laughed long at brother John 
Jasper who contends that the “Sun do move” around the 
earth because he sees it on one side of his house in the morn- 
‘ing and on the other side at night. But we know there is 
a system and set of motions in the background more compre- 
hensive and wonderful than the rising and setting sun alone 
can explain. Now to refuse to accept the testimony of Chris- 
tian experience because it lies in a realm behind sense—expe- 
rience is to adopt the John Jasper attitude towards truth. 
Science and philosophy have both been guilty of this to a 
_ greater or lesser extent. They have been pursuing the Ptole- 
| maic system of truth with brother Jasper instead of the Coper- 
‘nican with modern astronomy. 


RELIGIOUS RADIUM 


Nobody now doubts the existence of radium, and yet as 
one says, it has been “bombarding” the universe for aeons 
and under the very nose of science, and yet it was only discov- 
ered yesterday and already threatens to revolutionize sci- 
ence. Now religious experience is the radium of the spiritual 
universe, which needs only discovery to revolutionize any 
man’s thought as to life and destiny. 

Christian experience, the experience of regeneration and 
conversion, of moral transformation through Christian agen- 
cies, has evidential value in several directions. 


EXPERIENCE AND PHILOSOPHY 


I. It is the supplemental link to complete philosophy. 
Philosophy is man reaching up towards God. Christian ex- 
perience is the effect of God reaching down to man. 

Philosophy seems always on the point of discovering the 
secret of the universe, but it never succeeds in doing it. We 
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thought awhile ago that idealism had come to the Kingdom to 
save us from materialistic science, and it did good service. 
But idealism has become so abstract and impersonal that it 
cannot be distinguished from Naturalism. These two phil- 
osophies are still debating and disputing, but their differences 
are chiefly imaginary. The dispute reminds one of the reply 
of the unlearned American who had traveled abroad. He 
was saying he had visited the Matterhorn and the Jung Frau, 
and Lake Geneva and Lake Leman. “But,” a friend inter- 
posed, “Lake Geneva and Lake Leman are synonymous.” 
“Oh, I know that, but Lake Geneva is a great deal more 
synonymous than Lake Leman,” he replied. Idealism in its 
abstract form is perhaps just a little more “synonymous” than 
Naturalism, that is all. 


SECRET OF PHILOSOPHY’S FAILURE 


Now why is it that philosophy seems to expend so much 
labor for naught. To me it is clear that the reason why it 
seems to labor so long without satisfactory results is that it 
refuses to consider all human experience, including the re- 
ligious. It splits experience up into little bits and hunts among 
the bits for some single abstract principle which will explain 
all the rest. It is very much as if one were going to attempt 
to explain the ocean and all its contents, its variety and mar- 
velous abundance of life, and instead of searching its depths 
should take a single fish and scale off from the fish a single 
scale, and on that scale as a foundation build up his theory 
of the ocean and its contents; how accurate do you stippose 
his account would be? And yet this is analagous to what phil- 
osophers have done. Spinoza scaled off from the world of 
experience and being the idea of substance, and built a pan- 
theistic system on that scale. Hegel scaled off the concep- 
tion of reason or the idea and reared a vast idealistic system 
on that. Schopenhauer scaled off the conception of will and 
reared his pessimistic system of philosophy on that. Haeckel 
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has scaled off the conception of matter and builds his materi- 
alistic system on that. Another takes motion or energy and 
force, and so on, I had almost said ad infinitum. 

The result of the process is that the philosophers get clear 
away from human life and experience. They fix their gaze 
on the photograph of a dim and far away image of reality 
and become absorbed in excessive star-gazing, metaphysical 
cliff-climbing and transcendental soap-bubbleblowing. They 
are like the Indian juggler who hung his ladder on thin air 
without touching the ground below, sprang upon it, climbed 
out of sight, pulled the ladder after him, and disappeared in 
the clouds. 

THE REMEDY 


All this ought not to discredit philosophy but teach it a 
lesson. Men fail to find the secret of the world until God 
and God’s dealing with men are considered. Dr. Ashmore 
tells of some men on a raft floating down the Mississippi 
river who stopped for supper one night, and their float went 
on, but returned after awhile to the same place or a similar 
one. They did this several times until they discovered that 
they were caught in an eddy of vast dimensions and were being 
swept in a circle back again repeatedly to the starting point. 
So has philosophy moved in a circle, with way stations along 
the route but never able to escape from the circular movement 
of human thought. There is one way for philosophy to escape 
from its situation and find the current on the bosom of the 
river of thought which will carry it on to its destination. 
That current is religious experience wherein man’s upward 
soaring thought is met by God’s descending revelation and 
love. When this current of thought is once reached, a new 
day will dawn for philosophy and ere long the philosophers 

will see the gleam on the gates of pearl and the sparkle of 
the jasper walls of the city of God, whither they would find 


the way. 
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TAHE CLEW TO ALL PHILOSOPHIES 


Christian experience takes all the abstractions of philoso- 
phy and recombines them and gives us the conception of the 
Fatherhood of God. The one substance of Monism comes 
back as the one person behind the world. The one idea of 
Hegel comes back as the thought and plan of eternal love. 
The one energy of those who glorify force and change comes 
back as the beneficent will of the Holy and loving Father. 
The plan and progress of nature and the moral ongoing of the 
world come back as the infinite and eternal design of the Holy 
and Loving. Thus when in our hearts we can say and know 
what we mean when we say it, the word “Abba” Father, we 
hold in our hands the clew to all the philosophies which re- 
main in a state of unstable equilibrium until we find this key. 
All philosophy is thus summed up as in the words of Dr. 
Fairbairn: “God is the Father, everlasting in His love. Love 
was the end for which He made the world, for which He made 
every human soul. His glory is to diffuse happiness, to fill 
up the silent places of the universe with voices that speak 
out of glad hearts. Because He made man for love He can- 
not bear man to be lost. Rather than see the loss, He will 
suffer sacrifice. In the place we call hell, love as really is 
as in the place we call heaven, though in the one place it is 
the complacency of pleasure in the holy and the happy which 
seems like the brightness of everlasting sunshine or the glad 
music of waves that break in perennial laughter, but in the 
other it is the compassion of pity for the bad and the mis- 
erable which seems like a face shaded with everlasting regret 
or the muffled weeping of a sorrow too deep to be heard. 
That grand thought of a God who is eternal Father, all the 
more regal and sovereign that He is absolutely Father, can 
never fail to touch the heart of the man who understands ats 
be he savage or sage.”” And we may add, cannot fail to be- 
come the one generalization large enough and broad enough 
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to include all the data of life and history and of science and 
philosophy. 


UNIQUE CLAIMS OF CHRISTIANITY 


II. In the second place, Christian experience sheds light 
on all the unique claims of Christianity. 

Professor James, you know, and other scientific observers 
concede that religious experience is a witness to the supernat- 
ural; only he refuses to admit that Christ is the author of it, 
and does not concede the other unique Christian claims. The 
attempt is to find a common denominator, so to speak, be- 
tween Christianity and other religions and show that all are 
essentially alike and that the distinctive Christian ideas are 
over-beliefs. But these men have not thought through the 
problem of Christian experience, in particular they are shy 
of facing the actual claim of Christ and His relation to it all. 

Christ’s place in Christian experience is the supreme mat- 
ter. All other Christian claims go with this. 


THE DEITY OF CHRIST PROVED 


Now the spiritually regenerated and morally transformed 
man proves the deity of Christ, proves His presence in re- 
ligious experience for the following reasons: 

a. First of all because no man has moral resources to 
transform himself. The Indian myth that the Creator first 
laid the world egg and then hatched himself out of it will 
scarcely supply an explanation of the regenerated life. The 
law of moral gravitation in a man’s life no more reverses itself 
suddenly than the law of physical gravitation. When apples 
begin to fall towards the clouds and Niagara Falls becomes 
a Niagara leap upwards, then we may look for men to be sud- 
denly changed from murderers into saints. You cannot jug- 
gle the immoral elements of a sinner’s nature into the moral 
elements of a saint any more than you can combine the acid 
of an unripe lemon and an unripe apple and unripe grape fruit 
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and get the taste of a caramel. You cannot combine moral 
shadows by any sort of manipulation and produce moral sun- 
shine. 

b. The morally transformed life proves the deity of 
Christ also because when the sinner turns to Christ he gets the 
response. Christ invites him and he responds. He calls and 
Christ answers. He calls to Mohammed and Mohammed does 
not come; he calls to Confucius and Confucius does not come; 
he calls to Buddha and Buddha does not come; he calls to 
Christ and Christ comes. The whole process is as simple 
as that. In his outward life also a new force begins to work 
a new design, a new labor working to an end. But especially 
within is there Another, one with whom there is fellowship, 
to whom he becomes passionately devoted, whose presence 
is happiness and whose absence is sorrow, who can sing with 
full meaning, “How tedious and tasteless the hours, when 
Jesus no longer I see,” etc. 


THE MIRACLE OF EXPERIENCE 


Thus Christ acts upon the soul in experience as God and 
manifests all the power of God. 

Such a life proves Christ’s claim again because intellectual 
difficulties die in the light of this experience. The mysteries 
are not all solved. But the difficulties cease to be relevant. 

Miracles do not trouble him now, because he has a sample 
of the miracle working power in his own soul. Hume’s argu- 
ment that miracles cannot be true because contrary to ex- 
perience is exactly reversed:and the Christian says miracles 
are true because they accord precisely with his experience. 

. He cannot explain ultimately why the morning glory opens 
under sunlight and closes under darkness any more than he 
could before. Nor can he explain life and spirit. He has 
what is better than explanation of life, life itself. 

In particular he has moral re-inforcement. This is the 
final test of any religion, what can it do with a bad man? 
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None of them can compete with Christ in this respect. Look 
at Peter and Saul of Tarsus, and Augustine, and John Bunyan, 
and George Miiller, and S. H. Hadley and thousands of oth- 
ers. A sense of moral power comes with Christian experience. 
The moral heights lift themselves up to the very heavens, 
but they no longer seem impossible. The spirit of a strong 
runner enters a man, the spirit and sense of conquest and the 
moral transformation follows. There is not a grace or vir- 
tue that Christ cannot and has not produced in human char- 


acter, not all at the same time or in the same person, but all 


have been produced. 
CHRIST A FINALITY 


In this way Christ becomes final for the man, final for his 
reason, final for his conscience, final for his will, final for his 
intellect and most of all, final for his faith, his hope and his 
love, his aspiration. Nothing higher can be conceived. 

He now understands why all the creeds of Christendom 


“have Christ as their center. He becomes a judge and critic - 


of other religious systems than the Christian discerning that 
their unworkableness is due to their lack of Christ. He under- 
stands the perennial and remarkable power of the Scriptures 
over the human heart as Christ’s power. Ten thousand other 
witnesses and confessors around him and a long line of them 
running back to Christ confirm his experience and thus create 
a spiritual community the parts of which mutually support 
each other. 

Of course, this experience is convincing to the man who 
has it and should be to the outside observer. To the latter 
is presented a new spiritual cosmos, a great system with laws 
and forces analagous to the physical cosmos. There are not 


here planets revolving around a sun, but there are redeemed 


souls by the million revolving around a Saviour. There is 
not a law of physical gravitation acting between bodies di- 
rectly as the mass and inversely as the square of the distance, 
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but there is a Kingdom of persons whose law of gravitation is 
love. There is not a physical law of the transformation of 
energy pervading the spiritual cosmos, but there is the law of 
the transfiguration of character, according to which “we all 
with unveiled face, beholding as in a mirror the glory of the 
Lord are transfigured into the same image from glory unto 
glory.” 
CHRIST THE KEY 


Christ is the only key to this experience. Mr. James, 
seeking to discredit a certain kind of reasoning from design, 
says if you throw a handful of beans on a table you can, by 
manipulating the beans, make any sort of figure your own 
design may wish to produce, and so with arguments from de- 
sign in nature, he says. But he fails to state that the re- 
verse is true. You can manipulate the beans so as to destroy 
a figure or design already present. Christ is the figure seen in 
religious experience, in Christian history, in the creeds of 
Christendom, in the Bible. You cannot get rid of that figure 
except by manipulating the beans with a destructive purpose. 


CHRISTIAN PRAGMATISM 


III. In the third place Christian experience transfers 
the whole problem of Christian evidences to the sphere of 
practical life. 

In this phase of it, Christianity has a point of contact 
with the new philosophy of Pragmatism. The pragmatic 
philosophy says the ultimate question for every man is, “What 
shall I do to be saved?’, and that the ultimate task of philoso- 
phy is not to solve the insoluble riddle of the universe but to 
save men from pessimism. Now Pessimism, says the prag- 
matist, is just one of the two possible modes of reacting upon 
or interpreting the total experience of life. The optimist sees 
ground for hope, the pessimist does not. The boy who was 
asked while fishing how many fish he had caught, exempli- 
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fies the optimist. Unwilling to confess failure, he replied, 
“When I catch this one I am after and two more, I’ll have 
three.” As un interpreter of experience he was an adept 
and would endure the most searching tests of the pragmatic 
philosophy ; it was an instance of a purpose to “create reality.” 

Now the Christian method throughout is the practical 
method of answering the question, “What must I do to be. 
saved?” Its answer is in Christian experience. It says to 
every man, You can test the reality and power of Christ 
practically. It says to every man, You have a “seeing spot” 
in your soul which God gives and which will recognize Christ, 
if you submit to Him, just as philosophy tells us we all have 
a blind spot and that if focused right we cannot see a black 
mark on a white card with our eyes open, and the card in 
front of us. 

Christianity does not say renounce reason but only waive 
your speculative difficulties in the interest of your moral wel- 
fare. 

The Gospel is practical in its methods. The man born 
blind did not have to accept any theory of Christ, God or the 
universe, neither Monism or Idealism, nor any special form 
of theism. One thing only was required. Says Christ, “Let 
me anoint your eyes with clay and you go wash in the pool of 
Siloam.” ‘This he did. His faith worked. It grew by exer- 
cise. They plied him with questions and he said, “A man 
named Jesus healed me.” Later, “He was a good man.” 
Later, “He is a prophet.” And finally, “He worshipped him.” 
He rose from faith to faith under the guidance and inspiration 
of Christ and this is the experience of all who put their trust 
in Him. 


CHAPTER V 


CHRISTIANITY, NO FABLE 


BY REV. THOMAS WHITELAW, M. A., D. D., 
KILMARNOCK, SCOTLAND 


I. The first mark of the truthfulness of Christianity is to 
be found in 
ITS SUPREME EXCELLENCE 


as a Religious System. The unapproachable beauty and re- 
sistless charm of its conception, and the unique character of 
the means by which it seeks to carry out its aims, are not rec- 
oncilable with the notion of Fable. 

If, however, notwithstanding, Christianity is a Fable, then 
it is the Divinest Fable ever clothed in human speech. Nothing 
like it can be found in the literature of the world. Paul only 
spoke the unvarnished truth when he declared that eye had 
not seen nor ear heard, neither had the mind of man con- 
ceived the things which God had revealed to men in the 
Gospel.. 

NOT OF HUMAN ORIGIN 


1. The very conception of the Gospel as a scheme for 
rescuing a lost world from the guilt and power of Sin, for 
transforming men into servants of righteousness, followers of 
Christ, and children of God, each one resembling Himself and 
partaking of His nature, and for eventually lifting them up 
into a state of holy and blessed immortality like that in which 
He Himself dwells—that conception never took its rise in the 
brains of a human fable monger, and least of all in that of a 
crafty priest or political deceiver—no, not even in that of the 
best and most brilliantly endowed thinker, poet, prophet or 
philosopher that ever lived. Men do not write novels and com- 
pose fictions in order to redeem their fellows from guilt and 
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sin, to comfort and support them in death, and to prepare 
them for immortality. Even those who regard Christianity as 
being based on delusions and deceptions do not assert that 
the object of its instructors was anything so lofty and spir- 
itual, but rather that its fabricators sought thereby to enrich 
themselves by imposing on their credulous fellows, blinding 
them to the truth by setting before them fictions as if they 
were facts, frightening them with ghostly terrors and so se- 
curing a hold upon their services or their means. The latest 
sensation provided by German spculation as to the origin of 
Christianity is that it was manufactured in Rome in the time 
of Trajan, i. e., about the beginning of the second century, 
in order to help on a great liberation movement amongst the 
Jewish slave proletariat against their tyrannical masters, and 
that in fact it was an imaginary compound of Roman Social- 
ism, Greek Philosophy and Jewish Messiahism. Neither of 
these, however, is the account furnished by Christianity itself 
in its accredited documents, of its aim, which, as already 
stated, is to deliver men from sin and death. The very gran- 
deur of this aim proves that Christianity has not emanated 
from the mind of man, but must have proceeded from the 
heart of God. And it may be safely contended that Infinite 
Wisdom and Love makes no use of fables and deceptions, 
legends and fictions to further its purposes and realize its 
aims. 

2. If, in addition, the details of the Christian Scheme be 
considered, that is to say, the particular means by which it 
proposes to effect its aim, it will further appear that the idea 
of fiction and fable must be laid aside and that of reality 
and truth set in its place. It will not be seriously questioned 
that the details of the Christian Scheme are substantially and 
briefly these: (1) that God in infinite love and out of pure 
grace, from eternity purposed to provide salvation for the 
fallen race of man; (2) that in order to carry out that pur- 
pose He sent His own Son, only begotten and well-beloved, the 
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brightness of His Glory and the express image of His Per- 
son, into this world in the likeness of sinful flesh, to die for 
men’s sins, thereby rendering satisfaction for the same, and 
to rise again from the dead, thereby showing that God had 
accepted the Sacrifice and could on the ground of it be just 
and the justifier of the ungodly, as well as bringing life and 
immortality to light; and (3) that on the ground of this 
atoning work Salvation is offered to all on the sole condition 
of faith. This being so, can any one for a moment believe that 
forgers and fable-mongers would or could have invented so 
divine a tale? All experience certifies the contrary. 
Whensoever men have attempted to construct schemes of 
Salvation, they have not sought the origin of these schemes in 
God but in themselves. Human schemes have always been 
plans by which men might be able to save themselves, with 
such salvation as they have supposed themselves to need—not 
always a Salvation from sin and death; more frequently a 
salvation from material poverty, bodily discomfort, mental 
ignorance and generally temporal needs. Nor have they ever 
dreamt of a salvation that should come to them through the 
mediation of another, and certainly not of God Himself in 
the Person of His Son; but always of a salvation through their 
own efforts. Never of a Salvation by grace through faith 
and therefore free; but always of a Salvation by works and 
through merit and therefore as a debt—a Salvation by out- 
ward forms and magical rites, or by education and culture. 


WHO INVENTED IT? 


3. Then, it may be added: If the Christian Scheme is a 
fable, who invented the idea of an Incarnation? For to Jewish 
minds at any rate such an idea was foreign, being forbidden 
by their strong monotheism. Who put together the picture 
of Jesus as it appears in the Gospels? Who conceived the 
notion of making it that of a sinless man, and doing it so suc- 
cessfully that all subsequent generations of beholders, with a 
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few exceptions at most, have regarded Him as sinless? Yet 
a sinless man had never been seen before nor has ever been 
beheld since His appearance. Who supplied this Jesus with 
the superhuman power that performed works only possible to 
God, and with the superhuman wisdom that fell from His 
lips, if such wisdom was never spoken but only imagined? 
It is universally allowed that the power and wisdom of Jesus 
have never been surpassed or even equalled. Whose was the 
daring genius that struck out the notion not merely of making 
atonement for Sin, but of doing this by Christ’s giving His 
life a ransom for many and demonstrating its reality through 
His rising from the dead? These conceptions were so in- 
credible to His followers at the first and have been so un- 
acceptable to natural man since that it is hard to believe any 
fable-monger would have selected them for his work, even 
though they had occurred to him. And who suggested the 
doctrine of a general resurrection at the end of time?—a 
doctrine to which unaided human science or philosophy has 
never been able to attain. 

The impartial reasoner must perceive that in all these 
themes we are dealing not with purely human thoughts but 
with thoughts that are divine and that it is idle to talk of them 
as fabulous or untrue. “God is not a man that He should lie.” 
He is neither a tyrant that He should seek to oppress men, nat 
a false priest that He should want to cheat men, nor a novel- 
writer that He should study to amuse men, but a Father whose 
dearest interest is to save men, who is Light and in Him is 
no darkness at all, and whose words are like Himself, the 
same yesterday, today and forever. 

II. The second mark of truthfulness in the Christian 
Scheme is 

ITS PERFECT ADAPTATION 
to the end for which it was designed. 

1. Assuming for the moment that the Christian System 
is entirely a product of the human mind, or a pure fabrication, 
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the question to be considered is, Whether it is at all likely that 
it would perfectly answer the end for which it was intended. 
If that end was to deceive men in order to enslave and degrade 
them, then its concocters have signally outwitted themselves ; 
for no sooner does a man accept Christianity than he finds 
that if he is deceived thereby, it is a blessed deception which 
makes it impossible to keep him in subjection or degradation, 
since it illuminates his understanding, purifies his heart, 
cleanses his imagination, quickens his conscience, strengthens 
his will and ennobles his whole nature. “Ye shall know the 
truth and the truth shall make you free,” said Christ. On 
the other hand if its end was to do this very thing, then un- 
doubtedly its end has been reached; but the mere fact that it 
has been reached shows that the Scheme has not proceeded 
from the human mind as a work of fiction, but from the heart 
of God as a Scripture of truth. 

2. If there be one thing more characteristic of man’s 
works than another, it is imperfection. Magnificent as some 
of man’s inventions have been, few of them are absolutely 
free from defects, and those that are freest have been brought 
to their present state of excellence only by slow and short 
stages and after repeated modifications and improvements— 
. witness the printing press, the steam engine, telegraphy, elec- 
trical power and lighting, musical instruments, aeroplanes, 
etc. And what is more, however perfect any human invention 
may appear to be at the present moment, there is no guarantee 
that it will not be in time superseded by something more 
adapted to the end it has in view. 

The case, however, is different with God’s works which, 
like Himself, are all perfect; and if it shall turn out on exam- 
ination that the Christian System is perfectly adapted to the 
end it has in view, viz., Salvation, and has never needed to 
be changed, modified or improved, then the inference will be 
unavoidable that it is God’s work and not man’s, and as a con- 
sequence not a fiction but a fact, not fable but truth. 
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I am aware that at the present moment there are those who 
declare that Christianity is played out, that it has served its 
day, that it has lost its hold on men’s minds and will require 
to give place to some other panacea for the ills of life. But 
for the most part that is the cry of those who have not them- 
selves tried Christianity and hardly understand what it means. 
And in any case no effective substitute for Christianity has 
ever been put forward by its opponents or critics. Nor has 
any attempt to modify or improve Christianity as a system of 
religious doctrine ever been successful. Perhaps one of the 
most strenuous efforts in this direction has been that of so- 
called liberal (alias rationalistic) theology which seeks to 
divest Christianity of all its supernatural elements, and in 
particular of its divine-human Jesus by reducing Him to the 
dimensions of an ordinary man—in which case it is obvious, 
the whole superstructure of Christianity would fall to the 
ground. Yet a contributor to the Hibbart Journal (Jan. 
1910) who himself does not accept orthodox Christianity 
writes of “The Collapse of Liberal Christianity,” and frankly 
confesses that “the simple Jesus of Liberal Christianity cannot 
be found,” which amounts to an admission that the picture 
of Jesus in the Gospels as a Divine Man, a supernatural 
Christ, is no fiction but a sublime truth. 

3. A detailed examination of the Christian Scheme shows 
that means better fitted to secure its ends could not have been 
devised. 

a. It will not be denied that part of the aim of Chris- 
tianity is to restore mankind in general and individuals in 
particular to the favor and fellowship of God, out of which 
they have been cast by sin. Whether the Bible is right in its 
explanation of the origin of sin need not now be argued. 
Common observation as well as individual conscience testi- 
fies to the fact of sin; and the disastrous condition of the 
race induced by sin Christianity proposes to remedy—not 
by telling men that sin is only a figment of the imagination 
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(which men know better than believe); or, if a reality, so 
trifling a matter that God will overlook it (which men in their 
best moments doubt) ; and certainly not by asking men to save 
themselves (which they soon discover they cannot do); but 
by first setting forth sin in all its moral loathsomeness and 
legal guiltiness, and then announcing that God Himself had 
provided a lamb for a burnt-offering, even His own Son, upon 
whom He has laid the iniquity of us all, and that now He 
is in Christ reconciling the world unto Himself, not imputing 
unto men their trespasses. 

b. A second thing proposed by Christianity is to make 
men holy, to free them from the love and practice of sin, to 
conform them in the love and practice of truth and righteous- 
ness; and this it seeks to do by giving man a new heart and a 
right spirit, by changing his nature, implanting in it holy prin- 
ciples and putting it under the government of the divine and 
eternal spirit. 

That the means are adequate has been proved by the ex- 
perience of the past nineteen centuries, in which millions 
of human souls have been translated out of darkness into 
light and turned from the service of Satan to the service of the 
Living God. And what is more, other methods have been 
tried without effecting any permanent transformation of 
either hearts or lives. Magical incantations, meaningless mum- 
meries, laborious ceremonies, painful penances, legislations, 
education, philanthropy, have in turn been resorted to, but 
in vain. Never once has the Gospel method been fairly tried 
and proved inefficient. 

c. A third thing Christianity engages to do, is to confer 
on those who accept it a blessed immortality—to support them 
when they come to die, to cheer them with the prospect of a 
happy existence while their bodies are in the grave, to bring 
those bodies forth again and in the end to bestow on their 
whole personality a glorious unending life beneath a new 
heaven and a new earth wherein dwelleth righteousness. 
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And Christianity does this by first securing its adherents a 
title to eternal life through the obedience unto death of 
Christ, next by making them meet for the inheritance through 
the indwelling and operation of Christ’s spirit, then by open- 
ing for them the gates of immortality through Christ’s resur- 
rection, and finally by Christ’s coming for them at the end of 
the age. 

Now can anything more complete be thought of as a 
Scheme of Salvation? Is there any part of it that is not ex- 
actly fitted to its place and suited to its end? So far is this 
from being the case that not a single pin can be removed from 
the building without bringing down the whole superstructure. 
Abstract from Christianity the Incarnation, or the Atonement, 
or the Resurrection, or the Exaltation, or the Future coming, 
and its framework is shattered. Take away Pardon or Pu- 
rity or Peace or Sonship or Heaven, and its value as a system 
of religion is gone. But these are not assertions that will hold 
good of fables and fictions, myths and legends, which might 
all be tampered with, taken from or added to, without endan- 
gering their worth. Hence, it is fair to argue, that a scheme 
so admirably adjusted inall its parts, so complete in its pro- 
visions and so exquisitely adapted to its design, could only 
have emanated from the mind of Him who is wonderful in 
counsel and excellent in working, who is the true God and 
the Eternal Life. 

Ill. A third mark of truthfulness in the Christian system 
is 

ITS CONSPICUOUS SUCCESS 
in effecting the end for which it was designed. 

Had Christianity been a baseless imagination, or a super- 
stitious legend, is there reason to suppose either that it 
would have lived so long or that it would have achieved the 
wonders it has done during the past nineteen centuries— 
either upon individuals or upon the world at large? It is true 
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that mere length of time in which a religion has prevailed 
when considered by itself, is no sufficient guarantee of the 
truth of that religion, else Buddhism would possess a higher 
certificate of truthfulness than Christianity ; but when viewed 
in connection with the beneficial results in elevating mankind, 
both individually and collectively, which have followed from a 
religion, the length of time during which it has continued is 
no small testimony to its truth. Still the practical effects of 
a religion upon individuals and upon the world at large, as 
has been said, forms an argument in its favor which cannot 
easily be set aside. 

1. As to the INDIVIDUAL. Had the facts upon which 
Christianity is based been purely fictitious, had the story of 
the Incarnation, Death and Resurrection of Jesus been only 

‘a legend, and had the promise of pardon, purity and peace, 
of everlasting life and glory which Christianity holds out to 
men been a deception instead of a verity, does any one imag- 
ine it would have effected the transformations it has wrought 
on individual hearts and lives? I remember that the first lie 
told by the devil in Eden plunged the whole race of mankind 
into spiritual death. I have yet to learn that a lie hatched by 
even good people can save men from perdition and lift them 
to heaven, can bless them with inward happiness and assure 
them of divine favor, can comfort them in sorrow, strengthen 
them in weakness, sustain them in death and fit them for eter- 
nity. And yet that is what Christianity can do—has done in 
past ages to millions who have tried it, and is doing to-day to 
thousands who are trying it. It will take more than has 
been said by critics and scoffers to persuade me that these 
things have been done by a fable. I have heard of fables and 
fictions, legends and superstitions amusing men and women, 
diverting them when wearied, occupying them when idle, tak- 
ing their thoughts off serious matters, and even helping them 
to shut their eyes against death’s approach; I never heard of 
their bringing souls to God, assuring them of His favor, 
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cleansing them from sin, blessing them with peace, preparing 
them for eternity. But these again are what Christianity can 
do and does; and so I reason it is not a fable, but a fact, 
not a legend but a history, not an imaginary tale, but a solid 
truth. 

2. And when to this I add what it has done on the 
BROAD THEATRE OF THE WORLD, my faith in its 
truth is confirmed. Nineteen centuries ago Christianity started 
out on its conquering career. It had neither wealth nor power, 
nor learning, nor social influence, nor imperial patronage 
upon its side. It was despised by the great ones of the earth 
as a superstition. It was looked upon by Jew and Gentile 
as subversive of religion and morals. Its adherents were col- 
lected from the dregs of the population, from the poor and 
the ignorant (at least in the world’s estimation) ; and its 
apostles were a humble band, mostly of fishermen—though 
they soon had their ranks enlarged by the accession of one 
(Paul) whose mental force and religious earnestness were 
worth to Christianity whole battalions of common disciples 
or of average preachers. But what was one, even though he 
was an intellectual and spiritual giant, to the mighty task set 
before it of conquering the world and making all nations 
obedient to the Faith? Yet that task was immediately taken 
in hand and with what success the annals of the past centuries 
declare. 

In the first century, which may be called the Apostolic 
Age, it practically defeated Judaism, by establishing itself 
as an organized religion, not in Palestine alone, but in Asia 
Minor, and in some of the chief cities of Europe. To this 
it was no doubt helped by the destruction of Jerusalem in the 
year 70 by the armies of Titus; but the undermining of Juda- 
ism was being gradually brought about by the spread of the 
Christian Faith. 

In the next two centuries, which may be called the Age 
of the Fathers, it overcame paganism, substituting in wide 
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circles the worship of Jesus for the worship of heathen divini- 
ties and of the Roman Emperor. Not without passing through 
fierce tribulation in the long succession of persecutions with 
which it was assailed did it achieve the victory, but in its ex- 
perience was repeated the experience of Israel in Egypt—“the 
more it was afflicted the more it multiplied and grew,” so that 
by the end of the third and the beginning of the fourth cen- 
tury it had within its pale about a fifth of the Roman Empire. 

From that time on Christianity applied itself to the task 
of making nominal Christians into real ones; and but for the 
mercy of God at the Reformation it might have been defeated. 
But God’s Spirit brooded upon the moral and spiritual waste 
as erst He did upon the material in the beginning, and God’s 
Word said—“Let there be light!’ and there was light. Luther 
in Germany, Calvin in Geneva, and Knox in Scotland, with 
others in different parts arose as champions of the Truth and 
recalled men’s thoughts to the simplicities and certainties of 
the Gospel; and a great awakening overspread the nominally 
Christian world. 

Thereafter Christianity took a forward step among the 
nations; and is now doing for the world what no other: re- 
ligion has done or can do—neither Buddhism, nor Confucian- 
ism, nor Mohammedanism—what no modern substitute for 
Christianity can do—whether materialism, or agnosticism, or 
spiritism, or socialism; and just because of this we may 
rest assured that Christianity is no cunningly devised fable 
but a divinely revealed truth—that it alone contains hope for 
the world, as a whole, and for generation after generation as 
it passes, and that the day will yet come when it will fill the 
globe. 

In short, when one remembers that Christianity has built 
up the Christian church and that the Christian church has 
been the most powerful factor in creating modern civiliza- 
tion, it becomes an impossibility to credit the allegation or 
even to harbor the suspicion, that it is founded on a lie. By 
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its fruits it may be tested. Notwithstanding the imperfections 
that adhere to the Christian church, so far as it is a human 
institution, few will deny that its existence in the world has 
been productive of preponderatingly good results; and on 
that certificate alone it may be claimed that the Christianity 
of which the church is a concrete and living embodiment is 
no “cunningly devised fable” but a “Scripture of Truth.” 


CHAPTER VI 


MY PERSONAL EXPERIENCE WITH THE 
HIGHER CRITICISM 


BY PROF. J. J. REEVE, SOUTHWESTERN BAPTIST THEOLOGICAL 
SEMINARY, FORT WORTH, TEXAS, U. S. A. 


The purpose of this article is to state in a very brief way 
the influences which led me to accept certain of the views of 
the Higher Criticism, and after further consideration, to reject 
them. Necessarily the reasons for rejecting will be given at 
greater length than those for accepting. Space will not per-: 
mit me to mention names of persons, books, articles and vari- 
ous other influences which combined to produce these results. 
I shall confine myself to an outline of the mental processes 
which resulted from my contact with the Critical Movement. 

In outlining this change of view, I shall deal with— 


J. THE PRESUPPOSITIONS OF THE HIGHER 
CRITICISM 

These presuppositions and assumptions are the determining 
elements in the entire movement. Once they are understood, 
it is not difficult to understand the higher critics. It is their 
philosophy or world-view that is responsible for all their 
speculations and theories. Their mental attitude towards the 
world and its phenomena is the same as their attitude toward 
the Bible and the religion therein revealed. These presuppo- 
sitions appealed to me very strongly. Having spent some 
time at one of the great American universities, thus coming 
in ‘contact with some of the leading minds of the country, 
the critical view was presented to me very ably and attrac- 
tively. Though resisted for a time, the forcefulness of the 
teaching and influence of the university atmosphere largely 
won my assent. The critics seemed to have the logic of 
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things on their side. The results at which they had arrived 
seemed inevitable. But upon closer thinking I saw that the 
whole movement with its conclusions was the result of the 
adoption of the hypothesis of evolution. My professors had 
accepted this view, and were thoroughly convinced of its cor- 
rectness as a working hypothesis. Thus I was made to feel 
the power of this hypothesis and to adopt it. This world- 
view is wonderfully fascinating and almost compelling. The 
vision of a cosmos developing from the lowest types and stages 
upward through beast and man to higher and better man is 
enchanting and almost overwhelming. That there is a grain of 
truth in all this most thinkers will concede. One can hardly 
refuse to believe that through the ages “An increasing pur- 
pose runs,” that there is “One God, one law, one element, 
and one far-off divine event to which the whole creation 
moves.” This world-view had to me at first a charm and 
witchery that was almost intoxicating. It created more of a 
revolution than an evolution in my thinking. But more care- 
ful consideration convinced me that the little truth in it served 
to sugar-coat and give plausibility to some deadly errors that 
lurked within. I saw that the hypothesis did not apply to a 
great part of the world’s phenomena. 

That this theory of evolution underlies and is the inspira- 
tion of the Higher Criticism goes without saying. That there 
is a grain of truth in it we may admit or not, as we see fit, 
but the whole question is, what kind of evolution is it that 
has given rise to this criticism. There are many varieties of 
the theory. There is the Idealism of Hegel, and the Material- 
ism of Haeckel; a theistic evolution and an antitheistic; the 
view that it is God’s only method, and the view that it is only 
one of God’s methods; the theory that includes a Creator, 
and the theory that excludes Him; the deistic evolution, 
which starts the world with God, who then withdraws and 
leaves it a closed system of cause and effect, antecedent and 
consequent, which admits of no break or change in the natural 
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process. There is also the theory that on the whole there is 
progress, but allowance must be made for retrogression and 
degeneration. This admits of the direct action of God in 
arresting the downward process and reversing the current; 
that is, there is an evolution through revelation, etc., rather 
than a revelation by evolution. On examining the evolution 
of the leaders of the Critical School, I found that it was of a 
naturalistic or practically deistic kind. All natural and mental 
phenomena are in a closed system of cause and effect, and 
the hypothesis applies universally, to religion and revelation, 
as well as to mechanisms. 

This type of evolution may not be accepted by all adher- 
ents of the Critical School, but it is substantially the view 
of the leaders, Reuss, Graf, Vatke, Kuenen and Wellhausen. 
To them all nature and history are a product of forces within 
and in process of development. There has not been and 
could not be any direct action of God upon man, there could 
be no break in the chain of cause and effect, of antecedent 
and consequent. Hence there can be no miracle or anything 
of what is known as the supernatural. There could be no 
“interference” in any way with the natural course of events, 
there could be no “injection” of any power into the cosmic 
process from without, God is shut up to the one method of 
bringing things to pass. He is thus little more than a prisoner 
in His own cosmos. Thus I discovered that the Critical 
Movement was essentially and fundamentally anti-supernatural 
and anti-miraculous. According to it all religious movements 
are human developments along natural and materialistic lines. 
The religion of Israel and the Bible is no exception, as there 
can be no exception to this principle. The revelation con- 
tained in the Bible is, strictly speaking, no revelation; it is a 
natural development with God in the cosmic process behind 
it, but yet a steady, straight-lined, mechanical development 
such as can be traced step by step as a flight of stairs may 
be measured by a foot-rule. There could have been no epech- 
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making revelation, no revivals and lapses, no marvelous exhibi- 
tions of divine power, no real redemption. With these fore- 
gone conclusions fixed in their minds, the entire question is 
practically settled beforehand. As it is transparently clear 
that*the Bible on the face of it does not correspond to this 
view, it must be rearranged so as to correspond to it. To do 
this, they must deny point-blank the claims and statements 
of most of the Bible writers. Now, if the Bible claims to 
be anything, it claims to be a revelation from God, a miracu- 
lous or supernatural book, recording the numerous direct acts 
of God in nature and history, and His interference with the 
natural course of events. Are the writers of the Bible cor- 
rect, or are the critics? It is impossible that both should be 
right. 

Reasoning thus, it became perfectly clear to me that the 
presuppositions and beliefs of the Bible writers and of the 
critics were absolutely contradictory. To maintain that the 
modern view is a development and advance upon the Biblical 
view, is absurd. No presupposition can develop a presupposi- 
tion which contradicts and nullifies it. To say that the critical 
position and the Biblical position, or the traditional evangelical 
view which is the same as the Biblical, are reconcilable, is the 
most fatuous folly and delusion. Kuenen and others have 
recognized this contradiction and have acknowledged it, not 
hesitating to set aside the Biblical view. Many of their dis- 
ciples have failed to see as clearly as their masters. They think 
the two can be combined. I was of the same opinion myself, 
but further reflection showed this to be an impossibility. I 
thought it possible to accept the results of the Higher Criticism 
without accepting its presuppositions. This is saying that one 
can accept as valid and true the results of a process and at the 
same time deny the validity of the process itself. But does 
not this involve an inner contradiction and absurdity? If I 
accept the results of the Kuenen-Wellhausen hypothesis as 
correct, then I accept as correct the methods and processes 
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which led to these results, and if I accept these methods, I 
also accept the presuppositions which give rise to these meth- 
ods. If the “assured results” of which the critics are so fond 
of boasting are true, then the naturalistic evolution hypothesis 
which produced these results is correct. Then it is impossible 
to accept the miraculous or supernatural, the Bible as an 
authoritative record of supernatural revelation is completely 
upset and its claims regarding itself are false and misleading. 
I can see no way of escaping these conclusions. There is no 
possible middle ground as I once fondly imagined there was. 
Thus I was compelled to conclude that although there is some 
truth in the evolutionary view of the world, yet as an explana- 
tion of history and revelation it is utterly inadequate, so 
inadequate as to be erroneous and false. A world-view must 
be broad enough to admit of all the facts of history and experi- 
ence. Even then it is only.a human point of view and neces- 
sarily imperfect. Will any one dare to say that the evolutionary 
hypothesis is divine? Then we would have a Bible and a phi- 
losophy both claiming to be divine and absolutely contradict- 
ing each other. To attempt to eliminate the miraculous and 
supernatural from the Bible and accept the. remainder as 
divine is impossible, for they are all one and inextricably 
woven together. In either case the Book is robbed of its 
claims to authority. Some critics do not hesitate to deny its 
authority and thus cut themselves loose from historical Chris- 
tianity. 

In spite, however, of the serious faults of the Higher Criti- 
cism, it has given rise to what is known as the Scientific and 
Historical method in the study of the Old Testament. This 
method is destined to stay and render invaluable aid. To the 
scholarly mind its appeal is irresistible. Only in the light of 
the historical occasion upon which it was produced, can the 
Old Testament be properly understood. A flood of light has 
already been poured in upon these writings. The scientific 
spirit which gave rise to it is one of the noblest instincts in 
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the intellectual life of man. It is a thirst for the real and the 
true, that will be satisfied with nothing else. But, noble as is 
this scientific spirit, and invaluable as is the historical meth- 
od, there are subtle dangers in connection with them. Every- 
thing depends upon the presuppositions with which we use the 
method. A certain mental attitude there must be. What shall 
it be? A materialistic evolution such as Kuenen and his con- 
freres, or a theistic evolution which admits the supernatural? 
Investigating in the mental attitude of the first of these, the 
scholar will inevitably arrive at or accept the results of the 
critics. Another, working at the same problem with Chris- 
tian presuppositions, will arrive at very different conclusions. 
Which shall we have, the point of view of the Christian or the 
critic? I found that the critics’ claim to possess the only 
really scientific method was slightly true but largely false. 
His results were scientific because they fitted his hypothesis. 
The Christan scholar with his broader presuppositions was 
peremptorily ruled out of court. Anything savoring of the 
miraculous, etc., could not be scientific to the critic, and hence 
it could not be true, therefore, it must be discarded or branded 
as Myth, Legend, Poesy, Saga, etc. Such narrowness of view 
is scarcely credible on the part of scholars who claim to be 
so broad and liberal. 

Another question confronted me. How can so many Chris- 
tian scholars and preachers accept the views of the critics and 
still adhere to evangelical Christianity with intense devotion? 
As we have seen, to accept the results of Criticism is to accept 
the methods and presuppositions which produced these results. 
To accept their assumptions is to accept a naturalistic evolu- 
tion which is fundamentally contradictory to the Biblical and 
Christian point of view. It is therefore essentially contradic- 
tory to Christianity, for what is the latter if it is not a super- 
naturally revealed knowledge of the plan of salvation, with 
supernatural power to effectuate that salvation? All who have 
experienced the power of Christianity will in the main assent 
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to this definition. How then can Christians who are Higher 
Critics escape endorsing the presuppositions of the Critics? 
There is an inner contradiction between the assumptions of 
their scientific reason and the assumptions of their religious 
faith. A careful study of the attitude of these mediating 
critics, as they are called, has revealed a sense of contradic- 
tion somewhere of which they are vaguely conscious. They 
maintain their attitude by an inconsistency. Thus it is they 
have many difficulties which they cannot explain. This inner 
contradiction runs through much of their exegesis and they 
wonder that evangelical Christians do not accept their views. 
Already many of them are not quite so sure of their “assured 
results” as they were. Many evangelical Christians do not 
accept these views because they can “see through” them. 

The second line of thinking which led me to reiect the 
Critics’ view was a consideration of 
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At first I was enthusiastic over the method. Now at last 
we have the correct method that will in time solve all diffi- 
culties. Let it be readily granted that the historical method 
has settled many difficulties and will continue to do so, yet 
the whole question lies in the attitude of mind a man brings 
to the task. Among the critics their hypothesis is absolute 
and dominates every attempt to understand the record, shapes 
every conclusion, arranges and rearranges the facts in its own 
order, discards what does not fit or reshapes it to fit. The 
critics may deny this but their treatment of the Old Testa- 
ment is too well known to need any proof of it. The use of 
the Redactor is a case in point. This purely imaginary being, 
unhisterical and unscientific, is brought into requisition at 
almost every difficulty. It is acknowledged that at times he 
acts in a manner wholly inexplicable. To assume such a per- 
son interpolating names of God, changing names and making 
explanations to suit the purposes of their hypothesis and 


My Experience with Higher Criticism 105 


imagination is the very negation of science, notwithstanding 
their boast of a scientific method. Their minds seem to be in 
abject slavery to their theory. No reason is more impervious 
to facts than one preoccupied with a theory which does not 
agree with these facts. Their mental attitude being biased and 
partial, their methods are partial and the results very one- 
sided and untrustworthy. They give more credence to the 
guesses of some so-called scholar, a clay tablet, a heathen 
king’s boast, or a rude drawing in stone, than to the Scripture 
record. They feel instinctively that to accept the Bible state- 
ments would be the ruin of their hypothesis, and what they 
call their hard-won historical method. In this their instinct 
is true. The Bible and their hypothesis are irreconcilable. As 
_ their theory must not be interfered with, since it is identical 
with the truth itself, the Bible must stand aside in the interests 
of truth. | 
For this reason they deny all historicity to Genesis 1-11, 
the stories of Creation, the Fall, the Flood, etc. No theory of 
naturalistic evolution can possibly admit the truth of these 
chapters. Likewise, there is but a substratum of truth in the 
stories of Abraham, Isaac, Jacob, Joseph and Moses. Nearly 
all legislation is denied to the latter, because it represents too 
rapid an advance, or a stage too advanced. But is such the 
case? Centuries before Moses, laws, government, civiliza- 
tion, culture, art, education, religion, temples, ritual and priest- 
hood had flourished in Babylonia aud Egypt and were a chief 
factor in the education of Moses. With all this previous devel- 
opment upon which to build, what objections to ascribing 
these laws to Moses, who, during the forty years under divine 
guidance, selected, purified, heightened, and adopted such laws 
as best served the needs of the people. The development of 
external laws and customs had preceded Moses, and there is 
no need to suppose a development afterward in the history of 
the people. That history records the fitful attempts at the 
assimilation of these laws. To maintain that they were at first 
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put in the exact form in which they have come down to us is 
wholly unnecessary and contrary to certain facts in the records 
themselves. But to my mind one of the greatest weaknesses 
of the critical position is, that because there is little or no 
mention of the laws in the history that follows the death of 
Moses, therefore these laws could not have existed. To the 
critic this is one of the strongest arguments in his favor. Now 
he has found out how to make the history and the laws corre- 
spond. But does the non-mention or non-observance of a 
law prove its non-existence? All history shows that such is 
not the case. Moreover, the books of Joshua, Judges and 
Samuel make no pretence at giving a complete detailed history. 
If non-mention or non-observance were proof of non-exist- 
ence, then the Book of the Covenant and Deuteronomy could 
not have existed until the return from Exile; for the laws 
against idolatry were not carried out until then. Apply this 
same method of reasoning to laws in general and the most 
absurd results will follow. The Decalogue could never have 
existed, for all of its laws are constantly being broken. No 
‘New Testament could have existed through the Dark Ages, for 
almost every precept in it was violated during that period. 
The facts of life plainly show that men with the law of God 
in their hands will continually violate them. But why did not 
Joshua and those succeeding him for several centuries carry 
out the law of Moses? The answer is obvious. The circum- 
stances did not permit of it, and no one, not even Moses, 
had any idea of the law being fully observed at once.. He 
looked forward to a time when they should be settled and 
should have a capital and central sanctuary. Moreover, a large 
portion of the laws was intended for the priest alone and 
may have been observed. The laws were flexible and to be 
fulfilled as the circumstances permitted. If the Book of 
Deuteronomy could not be observed, the Book of the Cove- 
nant could be followed. Changes and modifications were pur- 
posely made by Moses to meet the demands of the changing 
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circumstances. If the non-fulfillment of these laws proved 
their non-existence, then the Book of the Covenant and Deut- 
eronomy were not in existence in the time of Jehoiakim, for 
idolatry was then rampant. . 

By its arbitrary methods, Modern Criticism does whole- 
sale violence to the record of the discovery of the Law Book 
as recorded in 2 Kings 22:8-20. It denies any real discov- 
ery, distinctly implies fraud upon the part of the writers, 
assumes a far too easy deception of the king, the prophetess, 
the king’s counsellors, Jeremiah and the people. It implies a 
marvelous success in perpetrating this forged document on the 
people. The writers did evil that good might come, and God 
seems to have been behind it all and endorsed it. Such a trans- 
action is utterly incredible. “The people would not hear 
Moses and the prophet, yet they were easily persuaded by a 
forged Mosaic document.” The critics disagree among them- 
selves regarding the authorship of the Book of Deuteronomy. 
Some maintain it was by the priestly class and some by the 
prophetic class, but there are insuperable objections to each. 
They have failed to show why there were so many laws incor- 
porated in it which absolutely contradict a later date and why 
the Mosaic dress succeeded so well although contradictory to 
some of the genuinely Mosaic laws. 

According to the critics also, Ezra perpetrated a tremen- 
dous fraud when he palmed off his completed Code as of 
Mosaic origin. That the people should accept it as genuinely 
Mosaic, although it increased their burdens and contradicted 
many laws previously known as Mosaic, is incredible. That 
such a people at such a time and under such circumstances 
could be so easily imposed upon and deceived, and that such 
a man as Ezra could perform such a colossal fraud and have it 
all succeed so well, seems inconceivable except by a person 
whose moral consciousness is dulled or benumbed by some 
philosophical theory. According to the critics, the authors of 
Deuteronomy and the Levitical Code not only produced such 
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intensely religious books and laws, but were at the same time 
deliberate inventors and falsifiers of history as well as deceiv- 
ers of the people. What such views imply regarding the 
character of God who is behind it all we shall consider later. 

Space does not permit me to more than refer to the J. E. P. 
analysis. That certain documents existed and were ultimately 
combined to make up the five books of Moses no one need 
doubt. It in no way detracts from their inspiration or authen- 
ticity to do so, nor does it in any way deny the essentially 
Mosaic origin of the legislation. But the J. E. P. analysis 
on the basis of the different names for God I found to require 
such an arbitrary handling and artificial manipulation of the 
text, to need the help of so many Redactors whose methods 
and motives are wholly inexplicable, with a multitude of ex- 
ceptions to account for, that I was convinced the analysis 
could not be maintained. Astruc’s clue in Exodus 6:3, which 
was the starting point for the analysis, cannot be made to decide 
the time of the use of the names of God, for the text is not 
perfectly certain. There is considerable difference between the 
two readings, “was known,” “made myself known.” Even if 
God had not previously revealed Himself by the name Jahveh, 
that does not prove the name unknown or that God was not 
known by that name. And even if he had so revealed Him- 
self, the earlier record would not be less authentic, for they 
were either written or rewritten and edited after the revela- 
tion to Moses in the light of a fuller revelation. Thus it was 
made perfectly clear that El, Elohim, El-Elyon, El-Shaddai, 
were identical with Jahveh. 

The methods of the critics in regarding the earlier his- 
tories as little more than fiction and invention, to palm off 
certain laws as genuinely Mosaic, found some lodgment in 
my mind for a time. But the more I considered it, the more 
I was convinced that it was the critics who were the inventors 
and falsifiers. They were the ones who had such a facile 
Imagination, they could “manufacture” history at their “green 
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tables” to suit their theories and were doing so fast and loose. 
They could create nations and empires out of a desert, and 
like the alchemists of the Middle Ages with their magic wand, 
transform all things into their own special and favorite metal. 
To charge the Scripture writers with this invention and falsi- 
fication is grossly to malign them and slander the God that 
wrought through them. The quality of their products does not 
lend countenance to such a view, and it is abhorrent to the 
Christian consciousness. Such a conception cannot be long held 
by any whose moral and religious natures have not been dulled 
by their philosophical presuppositions. The habit of discard- 
ing the Books of Chronicles, because they give no history of 
Northern Israel, lay considerable emphasis upon the temple 
and priesthood, pass over the faults and sins of the kings, 
etc., and are therefore a biased and untrustworthy history, 
has appeared to me an aberration from common sense, and is 
scarcely credible among men of such intelligence. When the 
compiler of Chronicles covers the same history of Kings, he 
agrees with these histories substantially, though varying in 
some minor details. If he is reliable in this material, why not 
in the other material, not found in Kings? The real reason is 
that he records many facts about the temple and its services 
which do not fit in with the critics’ hypothesis, and therefore 
something must be done to discredit the Chronicler and get 
rid of his testimony. 

But my third reason for rejecting the critical standpoint 
ii Tl THE SPIRIT OF THE MOVEMENT 
Grant that there is a genuine scientific interest underlying 
it all, the real question is, what is the standpoint of the scien- 
tific mind which investigates. What is authoritative with 
him? His philosophical theory and working hypothesis, or 
his religious faith? In other words, does his religion or phi- 
losophy control his thinking? Is it reason or faith that is 
supreme? Is his authority human or divine? There is no 
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question here of having one without the other, that is, having 
faith without reason, for that is impossible. The question is, 
which is supreme? For some time I thought one could hold 
these views of the Old Testament and still retain his faith 
in evangelical Christianity. I found, however, that this could 
be done only by holding my philosophy in check and within 
certain limits. It could not be rigorously applied to all things. 
Two supreme things could not exist in the mind at the same 
time. If my theories were supreme, then I was following 
human reason, not faith, and was a rationalist to that extent. 
If the presuppositions of my religious faith were supreme and 
in accordance with the Biblical presuppositions and beliefs, 
then my philosophy must be held in abeyance. The funda- 
mentals of our religious faith, as known in the Bible and his- 
tory, are a belief in divine revelation, the miraculous birth, the 
life and resurrection of Jesus Christ, the God-Man. Insepa- 
rable from these there is also the fact of a supernatural power 
in regeneration. The philosophy of the critics cannot consist- 
ently make room for these. Thus the real question becomes 
one of authority, viz.: shall the scientific hypothesis be 
supreme in my thinking, or the presuppositions of the Chris- 
tian faith? If I make my philosophical viewpoint supreme, 
then I am compelled to construe the Bible and Christianity 
through my theory and everything which may not fit into that 
theory must be rejected. This is the actual standpoint of the 
critic. His is a philosophical rather than a religious spirit. 
Such was Cnosticism in the early centuries. It construed 
Christ and Christianity through the categories of a Graeco- 
Oriental philosophy and thus was compelled to reject some 
of the essentials of Christianity. Such was the Scholasticism 
of the Middle Ages, which construed Christianity through the 
categories of the Aristotelian Logic and the Neo-platonic Phi- 
losophy. Such is the Higher Criticism which construes every- 
thing through the hypothesis of evolution. The spirit of the 
movement is thus essentially scholastic and rationalistic. 
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It became more and more obvious to me that the movement 
was entirely intellectual, an attempt in reality to intellectualize 
all religious phenomena. I saw also that it was a partial and 
one-sided intellectualism, with a strong bias against the funda- 
mental tenets of Biblical Christianity. Such a movement does 
not produce that intellectual humility which belongs to the 
Christian mind. On the contrary, it is responsible for a vast 
amount of intellectual pride, an aristocracy of intellect with 
all the snobbery which usually accompanies that term. Do 
they not exactly correspond to Paul’s word, “vainly puffed 
up in his fleshly mind and not holding fast the head, etc.?” 
They have a splendid scorn for all opinions which do not 
agree with theirs. Under the spell of this sublime contempt 
they think they can ignore anything that does not square with 
their evolutionary hypothesis. The center of gravity of their 
thinking is in the theoretical not in the religious, in reason, not 
in faith. Supremely satisfied with its self-constituted authority, 
the mind thinks itself competent to criticise the Bible, the 
thinking of all the centuries, and even Jesus Christ Himself. 
The followers of this cult have their full share of the frailties 
of human nature. Rarely, if ever, can a thoroughgoing critic 
be an evangelist, or even evangelistic; he is educational. How 
is it possible for a preacher to be a power for God, whose 
source of authority is his own reason and convictions? The 
Bible can scarcely contain more than good advice for such a 
man. 

I was much impressed with their boast of having all schol- 
arship on their side. It is very gratifying to feel oneself abreast 
with the times, up to date, and in the front rank of thought. 
But some investigation and consideration led me to see that 
the boast of scholarship is tremendously overdone. Many 
leading scholars are with them, but a majority of the most 
reverent and judicious scholars are not. The arrogant boasts 
of these people would be very amusing, if they were not so 
influential. Certainly most of the books put forth of late by 
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Old Testament scholars are on their side, but there is a formid- 
able list on the other side and it is growing larger every day. 
Conservative scholarship is rapidly awakening, and, while it 
will retain the legitimate use of the invaluable historical meth- 
od, will sweep from the field most of the speculations of the 
critics. A striking characteristic of these people is a persistent 
ignoring of what is written on the other side. They think to 
kill their antagonist by either ignoring or despising him. They 
treat their opponents something as Goliath treated David, and 
in the end the result will be similar. They have made no 
attempt to answer Robertson’s “The Early Religion of 
Israel ;” Orr’s “The Problem of the Old Testament ;”” Wiener’s 
“Studies in Biblical Law” and “Studies in Pentateuchical 
Criticism,” etc. They still treat these books which have under- 
mined the very foundations of their theories with the same 
magnificent scorn. There is a nemesis in such an attitude. 

But the spirit of the critical movement manifests some 
very doubtful aspects in its practical working out among the 
pastors and churches. Adherents of this movement accept 
the spiritual oversight of churches which hold fast to the 
Biblical view of the Bible, while they know that their own 
views will undermine many of the most cherished beliefs of 
the churches. Many try to be critics and conservative at the 
same time. They would “run with the hare and hunt with 
the hounds,” professing to be in full sympathy with evangelical 
Christianity while abiding their opportunity to inculcate their 
own views, which, as we have seen, is really to forsake the 
Christian standpoint. The morality of such conduct is, to 
say the least, very doubtful. It has led to much mischief 
among the churches and injury to the work. A preacher who 
has thoroughly imbibed these beliefs has no proper place in 
an evangelical Christian pulpit. Such a spirit is not according 
to the spirit of the religion they profess to believe. 

But another weighty reason for rejecting the Higher Criti- 
cism is 
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Ten or twenty years ago these scholars believed their views 
would immensely advance the cause of Christianity and true 
religion. They are by no means so sure of that now. It is 
not meeting with the universal acceptance they anticipated. 
Making a mere hypothesis the supreme thing in our thinking, 
we are forced to construe everything accordingly. Thus the 
Bible, the Christ and the religious experiences of men are sub- 
jected to the same scientific analysis. Carry this out to its 
logical conclusion and what would be the result? There would 
be all science and no religion. In the array of scientific facts 
all religion would be evaporated. God, Christ, the Bible, and 
all else would be reduced to a mathematical or chemical 
formula. This is the ideal and goal of the evolutionary hypoth- 
esis. The rationalist would rejoice at it, but the Christian 
mind shrinks with horror from it. The Christian conscious- 
ness perceives that an hypothesis which leads to such results is 
one of its deadliest foes. 

Another danger also arises here. When one makes his 
philosophy his authority, it is not a long step until he makes 
himself his own god. His own reason becomes supreme in his 
thinking and this reason becomes his lord. This is the inevi- 
table logic of the hypothesis mentioned, and some adherents 
of the school have taken this step. They recognize no author- 
ity but their own moral instincts and philosophical reason. 
Now, as the evolution theory makes all things exist only in 
a state of change, of flux, or of becoming, God is therefore 
changing and developing, the Bible and Christ will be out- 
grown, Christianity itself will be left behind. Hence, there is 
no absolute truth, nothing in the moral religious world is fixed. 
or certain. All truth is in solution; there is no precipitate 
upon which we can rely. There is no absolute standard of 
Ethics,.-no authority in religion, every one is practically his 


own god. Jesus Christ is politely thanked for His services in 
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the past, gallantly conducted to the confines of His world and 
bowed out as He is no longer needed and His presence might 
be very troublesome to some people. Such a religion is the 
very negation of Christianity, is a distinct reversion to hea- 
thenism. It may be a cultured and refined heathenism with a 
Christian veneer, but yet a genuine heathenism. 

I am far from saying that all adherents of this school go 
to such lengths, but why do they not? Most of them had an 
early training under the best conservative influences which 
inculcated a wholesome reverence for the Bible as an author- 
ity in religion and morals. This training they can never fully 
outgrow. Many of them are of a good, sturdy religious ances- 
try, of rigid, conservative training and genuine religious expe- 
rience. Under these influences they have acquired a strong 
hold upon Christianity and can never be removed from it. 
They hold a theoretical standpoint and a religious experience 
together, failing, as I believe, to see the fundamental contra- 
diction between them. Slowly the Christian consciousness and 
Christian scholarship are asserting themselves. Men are begin- 
ning to see how irreconcilable the two positions are and there 
will be the inevitable cleavage in the future. Churches are 
none too soon or too seriously alarmed. Christianity is begin- 
ning to see that its very existence is at stake in this subtle 
attempt to do away with the supernatural. I have seen the 
Unitarian, the Jew, the free thinker, and the Christian who 
has imbibed critical views, in thorough agreement on the Old 
Testament and its teachings. They can readily hobnob to- 
gether, for the religious element becomes a lost quantity; 
the Bible itself becomes a plaything for the intellect, a merry- 
go-round for the mind partially intoxicated with its theory. 

As has been already intimated, one of the results of the 
critical processes has been to rearrange the Bible according to 
its own point of view. This means that it has to a large 
extent set it aside as an authority. Such a result is serious 
enough, but a much more serious result follows. This is 
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the reflection such a Bible casts upon the character and meth- 
ods of God in His revelation of Himself to men. It will 
scarcely be doubted by even a radical critic, that the Bible is 
the most uplifting book in the world, that its religious teach- 
ings are the best the world has known. If such be the case, 
it must reflect more of God’s character and methods than any 
other book. The writers themselves must exemplify many 
of the traits of the God they write about. What then must 
be the methods of a holy and loving God? If He teaches men 
truth by parable or history or illustration, the one essential 
thing about these parables or histories is that they be true to 
life or history or nature. Can a God who is absolutely just 
and holy teach men truths about Himself by means of that 
which is false? Men may have taught truth by means of false- 
hoods and other instruments and perhaps succeeded, but God 
can hardly be legitimately conceived of as using any such 
means. Jesus Christ taught the greatest of truths by means of 
parables, illustrations, etc., but every one was true to life or 
nature or history. The Christian consciousness, which is the 
highest expression of the religious life of mankind, can never 
conceive of Jesus as using that which was in itself untrue, as 
a vehicle to convey that which is true. In like manner if 
God had anything to do with the Old Testament, would He 
make use of mere myths, legends, sagas, invented and falsified 
history, which have no foundation in fact and are neither true 
to nature, history nor life? Will God seek to uplift mankind 
by means of falsehood? Will He sanction the use of such dis- 
honest means and pious frauds, such as a large part of the 
Pentateuch is, if the critics are right? Could He make use 
of such means for such a holy purpose and let His people feed 
on falsehood for centuries and centuries and deceive them into 
righteousness? Falsehood will not do God’s will; only truth 
can do that. Is there nothing in the story of creation, of the 
fall, the flood, the call and promise to Abraham, the life of 
Jacob and Joseph and the great work of Moses? If all these 
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things are not true to fact or to life, then God has been an 
arch-deceiver and acts on the Jesuit maxim, “The end justifies 
the means.” This would apply to the finding of the Law in 
Josiah’s time, and the giving of the law under Ezra. That 
such a lot of spurious history, deceptive inventions and falsi- 
fying history should achieve such a success is most astonish- 
ing. Is it possible that a holy God should be behind all this 
and promote righteousness thereby? This surely is conniving 
at evil and using methods unworthy of the name of God. To 
say that God was shut up to such a method is preposterous. 
Such a conception of God as is implied in the critical position 
is abhorrent to one who believes in a God of truth. 

Perhaps the Book of Daniel at the hands of the critic 
best illustrates this point. No one can deny the religious qual- 
ity of the book. It has sublime heights and depths and has 
had a mighty influence in the world. No one can read the book 
carefully and reverently without feeling its power. Yet 
according to the modern view the first six or seven chapters 
have but a grain of truth in them. They picture in a wonder- 
fully vivid manner the supernatural help of God in giving 
Daniel power to interpret dreams, in delivering from the fiery 
furnace, in saving from the lion’s mouth, smiting King 
Nebuchadnezzar, etc. All this is high religious teaching, has 
had a great influence for good and was intended for a mes- 
sage from God to encourage faith. Yet, according to the 
critics these events had no foundation in fact, the supernat- 
ural did not take place, the supposed facts upon which these 
sublime religious lessons are based could never have occurred. 
Yet the God of truth has used such a book with such teach- 
ing to do great good in the world. He thus made abundant 
use of fiction and falsehood. According to this view He has also 
been deceiving the best people of the world for millenniums, 
using the false and palming it off as true. Such a God may 
be believed in by a critic, but the Christian consciousness 
revolts at it. It is worthy of a Zeus, or perhaps the Demiurge 
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of Marcion, but He is not the God of Israel, not the God and 
Father of Jesus Christ. “But,” says the critic, “the religious 
lessons are great and good.” Are they? Can a story or illus- 
tration or parable teach good religious lessons when it is in 
itself essentially untrue to nature, history and life? To assert 
such a thing would seem to imply a moral and religious blind- 
ness that is scarcely credible. It is true there are many grave 
difficulties in the book of Daniel, but are they as great as the 
moral difficulty implied in the critical view? 

The foregoing embody my chief reasons for rejecting the 
position of the Critical School with which I was once in sym- 
pathy. Their positions are not merely vagaries, they are essen- 
tially attempts to undermine revelation, the Bible and evan- 
gelical Christianity. If these views should ultimately prevail, 
Christianity will be set aside for what is known as the New 
Religion, which is no religion, but a philosophy. All critics 
believe that traditional Christianity will largely, if not alto- 
gether, give place to the modern view, as it is called. But 
we maintain that traditional Christianity has the right of way. 
It must and will be somewhat modified by the conception of 
a developing revelation and the application of the historical 
method, but must prevail in all its essential features. It has 
a noble ancestry and a glorious history. The Bible writers are 
all on its side; the bulk of Jewish scholars of the past are 
in the procession; it has Jesus, the Son of God, in its ranks, 
with the apostles, prophets, the martyrs, the reformers, the 
theologians, the missionaries and the great preachers and evan- 
gelists. The great mass of God’s people are with it. I prefer 
to belong to that goodly company rather than with the heathen 
Porphyry, the pantheistic Spinoza, the immoral Astruc, the 
rationalistic Reuss, Vatke, Graf, Kuenen and Wellhausen, 
with a multitude of their disciples of all grades. Theirs is a 
new traditionalism begun by those men and handed down to 
others in England and America. Most of these disciples owe 
their religious life and training almost entirely to the tradi- 
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tional view. The movement has quickened study of the Old 
Testament, has given a valuable method, a great many facts, a 
fresh point of view, but its extravagancies, its vagaries, its 
false assumptions and immoralities will in time be sloughed by 
the Christian consciousness as in the past it has sloughed off 
Gnosticism, Pantheism, Scholasticism and a host of other 
philosophical or scientific fads and fancies. 


——— 


2 
CHAPTER VII A ie 


THE PERSONAL TESTIMONY 
OF CHARLES T. STUDD 


I was brought up in the Church of England and was pretty 
religious—so most people thought. I was taken to church and 
baptized the right day, and after a time I was confirmed and 
took communion. But I did not know anything about Jesus 
Christ personally. I knew a little about Him, as I may know 
a little about President Taft, but I did not know Him. There 
was not a moment in my life when I ever doubted that there 
was a God, or that Jesus Christ was the Saviour of the world; 
but I did not know Him as my personal Saviour. We boys 
were brought up to go to church regularly, but, although we 
had a kind of religion, it was not a religion that amounted 
to much. It was just like having a toothache. We were 
always sorry to have Sunday come, and glad when we came 
to Monday morning. The Sabbath was the dullest day of 
the whole week, and just because we got hold of the wrong 
end of religion. A man may get hold of the wrong end of a 
poker, and I got hold of the wrong end of religion and had to 
pay dearly for it. We had lots of ministers and lots of 
churches all around us, but we never saw such a thing as a 
real convert. We didn’t believe much in converts in those 
days. We thought that the Chinese and Africans had to be 
converted; but the idea of an Englishman being converted 
was absurd, because it made him out a heathen before he was 
converted. 

My father was just a man of the world, loving all sorts 
of worldly things. He had made a fortune in India and had 
come back to England to spend it. He was very fond of 
sports of all kinds. He would go into regular training that 
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he might go fox hunting, but above all he was an enthusiast 
on horse racing. He was passionately fond of horses to 
begin with and when he saw fine horses he would buy them 
and train them, and then he would race them. He had a large 
place in the country, where he made a race course, and he 
won the biggest steeple-chase in London three times. At last 
he got erie nr anyone ne he had ever had, 
and so certain was he of winning the race that he wrote to — 
a friend in London and said, “If you are a wise man you 
will come to the race tomorrow and put every penny you 
have on my horse.” ‘ 

~~ Unknown to my father this man had been converted. Mr. 
Moody had come t to England and ‘had been preaching. Nobody 
believed very much at that time in a man getting up to preach 
the Gospel unless he had two things—the title of Reverend, 
and a white tie round his neck. The papers could not under- 
stand such a preacher as Mr. Moody, who had neithez, and 
of course they printed column after column against him. But 
they could not help seeing that he could get more people to 
his meetings than half a dozen archbishops, and that more 
were converted than by twenty ordinary ministers. Of course 
they did not put the right construction on things. They said 





_ that Mr. Sankey had come over to sell organs, and Mr. Moody 


to sell his hymn books. My father read the papers day after 
day and these things tickled him immensely. I remember one 
evening he threw the paper down and said, “Well, anyhow, 
when this man comes to London I am going to hear him. 
There must be some good about ss man or he would never 
be abused so much by the papers.” 

Well, father went up to London the next day according to 


' promise, and met his friend. This man had been over to Ire- 


land when Mr. Moody was there, and as he was about to 
leave ‘Dublin had missed his train. God was even in that, 


\missing a train. It was Saturday night, and the man had to 


remain over Sunday. As he was looking about the streets 
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that evening he saw the big bills advertising Moody and San- 
key, and he thought, “I will just go and hear those Americans.” 
He went and God met him; he went again and God converted 
him. He was a new man, and yet when my father wrote 
that letter he never said anything about it. When they met 
and drove along in a carriage father talked of nothing but 
horses, and told this man if he were a wise man he would put 
up every penny he had on that horse. After father had fin- 
ished his business he came back to this friend and said, “How 
much money have you put on my horse?” “Nothing.” My 
father said, “You are the biggest fool I ever saw; didn’t I tell 
you what _a good horse he was? But though you are a fool, 
come along with me to dinner.” After dinner my father said, 
“Now, where shall we go to amuse ourselves?” His friend 
- said, “Anywhere.” My father said, “Well, you are the guest; 
you shall choose where we shall go.” “Well, we will go and 
hear Moody.” My father said, “Oh, no, this isn’t Sunday. 
We will go to the theater, or concert.” But the man said, 
“You promised to go wherever I chose.” So my father had 
to go. They found the building was full and there were no 
seats in the hall except special ones. This man knew he would 
never get my father there again, so he worked himself into 
the crowd until he came across one of the committee. He 
said to him, “Look here; I have brought a wealthy sporting 
gentleman here, but I will never get him here again if we do 
not get a seat.” The man took them in and put them right 
straight in front of Mr. Moody. My father never took his 
eyes off Mr. Moody until he finished his address. After the 
meeting my father said, “I will come and hear this man 
again. He just told me everything I had ever done.” My 
father kept going until he was right soundly converted. 

That afternoon my father had been full of a thing that | 
takes possession of a man’s heart and head more than any-— 
thing else—that passion for horse racing; and in the evening \ 
he was a changed man. It was the same skin, but a new man ’_ 
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ay 
altogether inside. When we boys came home from college | 


we didn’t understand what had come over him, but father | 
kept continually telling us that he was born again. We thought | 
he was just born upside down, because he was always asking 
us about our s souls, and we didn’t like it. Of course, he took | 
us to hear Mr. Moody, and we were impressed a good deal, | 
but were not converted. 
fa When my father was converted of course he could not 
go on living the same life as before. He could not go to balls, 
card parties, and all that sort of thing. His conscience told 
him so, and he said to Mr. Moody: “I want to be straight 
' with you. If I become a Christian will I have to give up 
| racing, and shooting, and hunting, and theaters, and balls?” 
“Well,” Mr. Moody said, “Mr. Studd, you have been straight 
with me; I will be straight with you. Racing means betting, 
and betting means gambling, and I don’t see how a gambler 
is going to be a Christian. Do the other things as long as 
| you like.” My father asked again about the theater and cards, 
and Mr. Moody said, “Mr. Studd, you have children a 
people you love; and now you are a saved man yourself, 
and you want to get them saved. God will give you some. 
souls and as soon as ever you have won a soul you won't 
care about any of the other things.” Sure enough, we found | 
to our astonishment that father didn’t care for any of those 
_ things any longer ; he only cared about one thing, and that was | 
/ saving souls. 
| He took us to hear Mr. Moody and other men, and when 
Mr. Moody left England my father opened his country house, 
and held meetings there in the evenings. He asked ministers 
and business men from London to come down and speak to 
the people about their souls. The people would come for 
miles to attend the meetings, and many were converted. One 
of these gentlemen came down to preach one day and as I 
was going out to play cricket he caught me unawares and said, 
“Are you a Christian?” I said, “I am not what you call a 
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Christian. I have believed on Jesus Christ since I was knee 
high. Of course I believe in the church, too.” I thought by 
answering him pretty close I would get rid of him, but he 
stuck tight as wax and said, “Look here, God so loved the 
world that He gave His only begotten Son, that whosoever 
believeth on Him should not perish, but have everlasting life. 
You believe Jesus Christ died?” “Yes.” “You believe He 
died for you?” “Yes.” “Do you believe the other half of 
the verse—‘shall have everlasting life?” “No,” I said, “I 
don’t believe that.” He said, “Don’t you think you are a bit 
inconsistent, believing one half of the verse and not the other 
half?” “I suppose I am.” “Well,” he said, “are you always 
going to be inconsistent?” “No,” I said, “I suppose not 
always.” He said, “Will you be consistent now?” I saw that 
I was cornered and I began to think, “If I go out of this room 
inconsistent, I won’t carry very much self-respect.” I said, 
“Ves, I will be consistent.” “Well, don’t you see that eternal 
life is a gift? When somebody gives you a present at Christ- 
mas, what do you do?” “I take it and say, ‘Thank you.’” 
He said, “Will you say ‘Thank you’ to God for this gift?” 
Then I got down on my knees and I did say “Thank you” 
to God. And right then and there joy and peace came into my 
soul. I knew then what it was to be born again, and the 
Bible, which had been so dry to me before, became every- 
thing. 

One day when I was in London, a friend asked me to come 
to tea with him and his wife who were Christians. After 
tea, when we were talking about the Bible around the open 
fire, this friend said, “Have you heard of the wonderful bless- 
ing Mrs. Watson has got lately ?” I said, “Why, she has been 
a Christian a long time.” He said, “Yes, but she is quite dif- 
ferent now.” I had heard people talking about getting other 
blessings besides conversion, but I would not believe it. Then 
my friend opened fis Bible and showed plainly enough from 
the Scriptures that there were other blessings besides conver- 
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sion. Then he said, “Have you these other blessings?” I said, 
“No, I have not.” I was just angry because I wanted to know 
what I was going to do for God. We knelt down and asked 
God very simply that God would give us all He had for us. 
When I went back to my room I got hold of “The Christian’s 
Secret of a Happy Life.” That night I just meant business, 
and it seemed to come so plain—old truths, it may be, but they 
seemed to grip me that time. I had known about out Jesus Christ’s 
dying for me, but I had never understood that at if he had died 
for me, then I didn’t belong to myself. Redemption means 
“buying back” so that if I belonged to Him, either I had to be 
a thief and keep what wasn’t mine, or else I had to give up 
everything to God. When I came to see that Jesus Christ had 
died for me, it didn’t seem hard to give up all to Him. It 
seemed just common, ordinary honesty. Then I read.in the 
book: “When you have surrendered all to God, you have given 
him all the responsibility, as well as everything else. It is God 
who is responsible to look after you and all you have to do is 
to trust. Put your hand in His and the Lord will lead you. It 
seemed quite a different thing after that and in a very short 
time God had told me what to do and where to go. God 
doesn’t tell a person first by his head; He tells him first by 
the heart. God put it in my heart and made me long to go 
to China. 

There were lots of difficulties 1 in the way. Possibly some 
of you have difficulties in your way. Don’t you turn aside 
because of the difficulties. There was not one of all my rela- 
tives but thought that I had gone clean mad. My elder brother, 
who was a true Christian, said to me one evening, “Charlie, 
I think you are'1 quaking a great mistake.’ I said, ‘“There-is no 
mistake about it.’ He said: “You are away every night at 
the meetings and you do not see mother. I see her, and this is 
just breaking her heart. I think you are wrong.” I said, 














| “Let us ask God. I do not want to be pig-headed and go 


out there of my own accord, I just want to do God’s will.” It 
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was hard to have this brother, who had been such a help, think 
it was a mistake. We got down on our knees and put the 
whole matter in God’s hands. That night I could not get to 
sleep, but it seemed as though I heard someone say this verse 
over and over, “Ask of me and I will give thee the heathen 
for thine inheritance and the uttermost parts of the earth for 
thy possession.” I knew it was God’s voice speaking to me. 
When I got to China I knew why He said that verse so often. 
Winning souls out there is the same thing as here, only 
more difficult. The devil comes to one and says, “Why don’t 
you go home? You can save more souls there than here.” 
But I had received marching orders to go to China and I had 
God to give them as plain to go back. Not only did God make 
it right with the brother, but the night I was leaving home 
God made my mother willing that I should go to China. 

* My father made me become of age at twenty-five. I was 
twenty-three when I went to China; and for two or three 
years it seemed as if God kept me walking up and down that 


| 
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country. Finally I was sent to a station where there had been | 


a riot. Every missionary’s house had been knocked down, 
and they had been sent away; but the British consul was 
there, although he had been nearly killed. When a friend and 
myself got into that town we meant to hold the fort. When 
the consul saw us it was as though he had seen a couple of 
ghosts. He said, “However did you get here? There are 
guards in every gate of the city to prevent any foreign devil 
from coming in.” We said that God had brought us in and 
told him what we had come for. He said, “No; you cannot 
stay here; I can give you a passport up or down the river, but 
no foreigners are allowed here except myself.” After a little 
he said, “If you would like to stay in that hovel there you 
can; but there is not room for more than one.” Then we 
began to discuss which should stay. My friend was going 
to be married and I was not, but he wanted to stay. Finally, 
the consul asked us to dinner, and in the midst of dinner he 
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turned to me and said, “Studd, will you stay with me?” That 
settled the matter. I didn’t know why God had sent me to 
that place until some time afterwards. 

One day when I was reading the harmony of the Gospels I 
came to where Christ talked with the rich young man. Then 
God seemed to bring all the vows I had made back tome. A 
few days later the post, which came only every half-month, 
brought letters from the solicitor and banker to show what I 
had become heir to. Then God made me just ordinarily hon- 
est and told me what to do. Then I learned why I had been 
sent to that particular place. I needed to draw up papers giv- 
ing the “power of attorney,” and for that I had to have the 
signature of one of Her Majesty’s officers. I went to this 
consul and when he saw the paper he said, “I won’t sign it. 
You don’t know what you are doing.” Finally, he said that 
he would give me two weeks to think it over and then if I 
wished he would sign it. I took it back at the end of two 
weeks and he signed it and off the stuff went. 

God has promised to give a hundredfold for everything we 
give to him. An hundredfold is a wonderful percentage; it is 
ten thousand per cent. God began to give me back the hun- 
dredfold wonderfully quick. Not long after this I was sent 
down to Shanghai. My brother, who had been very ill, had 
gone right back into the world again. On account of his 
health the doctors sent him round the world in search of better. 
He thought he would just come and touch at Shanghai and 
see me. He said he was not going to stay very long for he 
was mighty afraid he would get too much religion. He took 
his berth for Japan about the next day after he arrived. But 
God soon gave him as much religion as he could hold and he 
cancelled that passage to Japan and stayed with me six 
months. When I saw that brother right soundly converted I 
said, “This is ten thousand per cent and more.” 
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